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By Mr. HARRISON of Mississippi: Petitions of citizens of
Lumberton, Pascagoula, Moss Point, Gulfport, Ocean Springs,
and Biloxi, Miss,, favoring the enactment of laws regulating ex-
press and postal rates; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

Also, petitions of citizens of Lumberton, Moss Point, Pasca-
gounla, Gulfport, Biloxi, and Ocean Springs, Miss.,, against ex-
tension of the parcel-post system; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. HARTMAN: Petition of Logan Valley Grange, No.
664, Patrons of Husbandry, State of Pennsylyania, favoring
passage of House bill 19133, for Government system of postal
express; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. HAYDEN: Petition of citizens of Arizona, against
passage of general parcel-post system; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. HELGESEN: Petition of North Dakota farmers,
favoring passage of parcel-post system; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of North Dakota citizens, against passage of
any parcel-post system; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads. 3

By Mr. KINDRED : Petition of North Side Board of Trade,
in the city of New York, favoring improvement of Bronx Kills,
Harlem River, and East River, New York City; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Associated Fraternities of
America, favoring passage of Dodds amendment to the House
postal appropriation bill; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of Henry Siegel, of New York; Frank E.
Yogel, of Brooklyn, N. Y.; and Retail Dry Goods Association of
New York City, favoring passage of limited parcel post; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. McCOY : Petition of Bank of New York, favoring im-
mediate action on emergency bill to repair the levees along the
Mississippi River; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of the Bergen County Pomona Grange, No. 11,
of Preekness, N. J., favoring passage of parcel-post bill; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of New Jersey State Grange, favoring passage
of House bill 19133, relating to postal express; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Metal Polishers’ Union, of Newark N. J., and
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, of
Belleville, N. J., favoring passage of House bill 22339, prohibit-
ing use of stop wateh for Government employees; to the Com-
mittee on Labor.

Also, resolution of registration committee of the Amateur
Athletiec Union, held in New York City April 4, 1912, favoring
appointment of a commissioner to represent the United States
Government at the coming Olympian championships; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: Petition of Black Hillg
Presbytery at Rapid City, 8. Dak., favoring passage of Kenyon-
Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. NYE: Resolution of Minneapolis Civic and Commerce
Association, favoring legislation providing for mental examina-
tion of immigrants; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

By Mr. REILLY : Petition of citizens of Chatham, Middlesex
County, Conn., favoring passage of the Kenyon-Sh.eppard inter-
state liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH: Petition of 33 citizens of Allen,
Mich., protesting against House bill 9433; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

- By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Associnted Fraternities of
America, of Lincoln, Nebr., favoring passage of Dodds amend-
ment ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. TILSON: Petitions of Dudley & Beckwith, of Guil-
ford : Manufacturers’ Association, of Hartford County; and the
International Silver Co., of Meriden, Conn., protesting against
proposed legislation to deprive a manufacturer from fixing and
enforcing retail prices on his patented articles; to the Com-
mittee on Patents.

By Mr. TOWNER: Petition of 25 citizens of Hamburg, Iowa,
protesting against the enactment of the proposed parcel-post
law; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. UTTER: Petition of the Chamber of Commerce of
San Diego County, Cal., against House bills 11372 and 20576, pro-
hibiting the towing of log rafts or Iumber rafts through the
open sea; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

Also, joint resolution of the city council of Providence, R. I,
for enactment of new Federal laws to secure the highest pos-
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sible protection for American travelers upon the oceans or the
other great waterways of the world; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the Rhode Island Society for the Preven-
tion of Cruelty to Animals, favoring passage of House bill
17222; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of citizens of the State of Rhode Island, favor-
ing passage of House bill 22339 and Senafe bill 6172, the anti-
Taylor system bills; to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr, WILSON of New York: Memorial of P. T. Rowe,
bishop of Alaska, relative to conditions among the natives of
Alaska; to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, resolution of North Side Board of Trade, in the city of
New York, favoring improvement of Bronx Kills, Harlem River,
and East River at New York City; to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors, ;

Also, petitions of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,
Cleveland, Ohio; of the Farm Journal, of Philadelphia, Pa;
of Sovereign Camp, Woodmen of the World, Omaha, Nebr,;
of the National Council of the Knights and Ladies of Security,
Topeka, Kans.; of the Ladies of the Modern Maccabees, of -
Port Huron, Mich; of the Modern Brotherhood of America,
Mason Qity, Iowa; of the Ancient Order ‘United Workmen, of
Des Moines, Towa ; of the Woodmen of the World, Dallas, Tex.;
of the Associated Fraternities of America, of Lincoln, Nebr.:
of the Catholic Order of Foresters, Chicago, I11; of the Supreme
Conclave, Improved Order Heptasophs, Baltimore, Md.; and
of the Supreme Tribe of Ben Hur, Crawfordsville, Ind., favor-
ing passage of Dodds amendment to the Post Office appro-
priation bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads,

Also, petition of Kings Highway Board of Trade, Brooklyn,
N. Y., favoring building one battleship at the Brooklyn Navy
Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

Also, petition of South Side Republican Club, of Brooklyn,
N. Y., favoring passage of letter carriers’ pension bill (H. R.
9242) ; to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service,

SENATE.
WepNespay, May 1, 1912.

The Senate met at 12 o’clock m.

Prayer.by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Plerce, D. D.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. GarLiNGer and by unani-
mous consent, the further reading was dispensed with and the
Journal was approved.

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS.

The VICE PRESIDENT Ilaid before the Senate communica-
tions from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit-
ting certified copies of the findings of fact and conclusions of
law filed by the court in the following causes:

Richard G. Davenport, brother and sole heir at law of
Thomas Corbin Davenport, deceased, v. United States (8. Doe.
No. 0622);

Thomas Addington v. United States (8. Doc. No. 639) ;

Elizabeth Sharp, widow of John Sharp, deceased, v. United
States (8. Doc. No. 638);

Amanda Steadman, widow of Leonard Steadman, deceased,
v. United States (8. Doc. No. 637) ;

Mary E. Smith, widow of Albert J. Smith, deceased, v. United
States (8. Doe. No. 636) ; -

Thomas J. Smith v. United States (8. Doc. No. 635) ;

Courtland D. Slow v. United States (8. Doc. No. 634) ;

Adelaide B. Slaughter, widow of William B. Slaughter, v.
United States (8. Doc. No. 633) ;

Cornelia Skofstad, widow of Albert Skofstad, deceased, v,
United States (8. Doe. No. 632);

Frances Stackpole, widow of Thomas Stackpole, deceased, v.
United States (8. Doc. No. 631) ;

Joseph Stanton v. United States (8. Doc. No. 629) ;

Harriet E. Stevens, widow of George C. Stevens, deceased, v,
United States (8. Doc. No. 630) ;

Lucinda E. Lancaster, widow of James Lancaster, deceased, v.
United States (S. Doc. No. 628);

David Murphy ». United States (8. Doc. No. 627) ;

YWilliam H. Mickle ». United States (8. Doe. No. 626) ;

Louise 8. Palmer, widow of Gustavus M. Palmer, deceased, v.
United States (8. Doec. No. 625) ;

Elizabeth M. Rush, widow of David Rush, deceased, v. United
States (8. Doc. No. 624); and

Helen E. Sturtevant, widow of Josiah H. Sturtevant, deceased,
v. United States (8. Doec. No. 623).

The foregoing findings were, with the accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed.
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MESSBAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed a bill
(H. RR. 20840) to provide for deficiencies in the fund for police
and firemen'’s pensions and relief in the District of Columbia, in
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED,

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the following enrvolled bills, and they were there-
upon signed by the Vice President:

5. 4623. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions to
certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certain widows
and dependent relatives of such soldiers and sailors;

8. 5045. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions to
certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certain widows
and dependent relatives of such soldiers and sailors;

8. 5194, An act granting pensions and increase of pensions to
certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy, and
certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the Civil War,
and certain widows and dependent relatives of such soldiers and
sailors; and

8.5670. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions to
certuin soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certain widows
and dependent relatives of such soldiers and sailors.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of the congre.
gation of the Webb Presbyterian Church, of Middletown, N. Y.,
praying for the adoption of an amendment to the Constitution
to prohibit the manufacture, sale, and importation of intoxi-
cating liquors, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also presented a memorial of sundry cltizens of Oshkosh,
Wis., remonstrating against the passage of the so-called Owen
medieal bill, which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of Pequawket Grange,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Nerth Conway, N. H., praying for the
establishment of a parcel-post system, and remonstrating
against the enactment of legislation fo permit the coloring of
oleomargarine in imitation of butter, which was referred to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Woman's
National Press Association, favoring the enactment of legisla-
tion to provide additional triangular parks between Franklin
Square and Longfellow Street on Fourteenth Street in the
Distriet of Columbia, which was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Woman’s Na-
tional Press Association, favoring the enactment of legislation
to pension members of the police and fire departments in the
Distriet, which were referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. BROWN. T present a memorial signed by citizens of
my State, remonstirating against the so-called Owen medical
bill. T ask that the memorial lie on the table and that it,
including the first signature thereto, be printed in the Recomp,
without reading. >

There being no objection, the memorial was ordered to lie
on fthe table and be printed in the Recorp, including the first
signature, as follows:

We, the undersigned citizens of Nebraska, practitioners and believers
in various systems of healing, including allopathic, homeopathie, osteo-
pathie, chiropractic, Christian Sclence, ete., wish to enter our pro-
test ngainst the passage of Benate File No. 1, known as the Owen Elll.
providing for a national burean of health,

We consider that the older school of healing has shown by its record
of attempted legislation for more than 20 years a desire to secure more
power for its own special benefit, without advancing any reasons to
show that the general public would benefit thereby; they favor the
Owen bill becanse It Is in line with the legislation they have tried to
Becure,

We are opposed to the use of the Government authority, funds, and
other facilities in the interest of any particular school of healing, be-
leving that any system which has merit can establish the same with-
out the aid of Government authority. We claim the right to exercise
our individual opiniens in the selection of practitioners or systems of
bkealing for our own use.

We believe that a national burean of health means class legislation
and s designed to deny to individuals the rights and liberties for
which the citizens of these United States have contended from the be-
ginning. Free government is measured by the liberty enjoyed by Indi-
viduals, so long as these liberties do not encroach upon the rights of
others, and any measures, which might ever be enlarged upon or so
construed that they would interfere with medical freedom strike at
the very roots of free government,

We ask that you represent the rights of all Nebraska citizens and
that you work against thiz and any similar measures.

Dr. A. B. DowLer, D. 0.,
David City, Nebr.

Mr. LODGE. T present resolutions adopted by the Massa-

chusetts Legislature, asking Federal protection to migratory

game birds. I ask that the resolutions lie on the table and be
printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the resolutions were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE COMMONWEALTH oF MASSACHUSETTS, 1912,

Resolutions relative to Federal protection of migratory game birds.

Whereas there has been introduced in the Congress of the United States
a bill designated as H. R. No. 86, to afford Federal protection to -
migratory game birds; and

Whereas the Legislature of the State of New York has adopted reso-
lutions favoring such Pmtectlcn and requesting the legislatures of
other States of the United States to join In a request for such Fed-
eral protection : Now, therefore,

Resolved, That the General Court of Massachusetts hereby requests
Eﬁagress to enact a law giving ample protection to migratory game

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent by the secretary
of the Commonwealth to the Senators and Representatives in Congress
from this Commonwealth.

In senate, adopted April 16, 1912,

In house of representatives, adopted in coneurrenee April 23, 1912.

itttrue copy.

est: T P. LANGTRY,

ALBER
Sceretary of the Commonwcealth..

Mr. LODGE. T present a brief protest from business men in
New England, remonstrating against the adoption of the Cov-
ington amendment to the Panama Canal bill. I ask that the
substance of the protest be printed in the Recorp and referred
to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals.

There being no objection, the protest was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interoceanic Canals and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

We, the undersigned, being actively Interested in business in New
England which involves the transportation of merchandise to and from
gouthern points to New England, understand that the Covington amend-
ment, so called, to the hill now before Congress regulating the passage
of vessels through the Panama Canal provides that * it shall be unlaw-
ful for any road company or other common carrier subject to the
act to regulate commerce to own, lease, operate, control, or have any
interest whatsoever, directly or indirectly, in any common earrier by
water with whieh said railroad does or may compete for traffic.”

We belleve in the regulation of common carriers by the Government
and in the authority granted to the Interstate Commerce Commission.
We do not, however, believe in such restriction or limitation of Invest-
ment in or the dave'lopent of steamship lines or coastwise trade gen-
erally as this amendment provides.

We deem it especially Important for the great Industries of New
Enﬁland that under their proper restrictions rallroads should be allowed
to develop and maintain transportation by water. This is of the utmost
importance in the transportation of e freight to and from New
England points and the South. We believe that with the opening of
the Panama Canal it is of greatest importance that there shall be
thqunr[.? t{ﬁgsportation facilities by water between New England and

8 u C 8.

Therefore we protest against the adoption of the Covington amend-
ment to the Panama Canal bill as unnecessarily Impeding the develop-
ment of transportation by water and as thus rwemrdlnig the development
of New England's commerce with southern and Pacifie 1glmrt:;, and we
urge New England Congressmen to do everything in their power to
defeat the amendment.

Mr, JOHNSON of Maine presented memorials of sundry citi-
zens of Dover, Foxeroft, Waterville, Oakland, Fairfield, Gardi-
ner, and Winslow, all in the State of Maine, remonstrating
against the establishment of a department of public health,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. ASHURST presented a resolution adopted by members of
the United States grand jury, empaneled at the April, 1912, term
of the United States Distriet Court for the Distriet of Arizona,
favoring the enactment of legislation to denounce as a erime the
actions of every Indian who in any manner uses or acquires
for himself or others any intoxicating liquor, or who in any
manner induces any other person to secure intoxieating liquor
for himself or any other person, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. SWANSON presented memorials of sundry citizens of
Lynchburg, Alexandria, Fairfax, Richmond, and Norfolk, all in
the State of Virginia, remonstrating against the establishment
of a department of public health, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Virginia,
remonstrating against the extension of the parcel-post system
beyond its present limitations, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Roanoke,
Va., praying for the enactment of legislation to regulate the
method of directing the work of Government employees, which
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. SHIVELY presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Gary, Ind., remonstrating against the extension of the parcel-
post system beyond its present limitations, which was referred
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. CLAPP presented resolutions adopted by members of the
Civil Engineers’ Society of St. Paul, Minn., favoring the estab-
lishment of a court of appeals in patent casges, ete.,, which were
referred to the Committee on Patents. :
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Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I present a resolution adopted by
the Yuma County Water Users’ Association in Arizona, which I
ask may be referred to the Committee on Irrigation and Recla-
mation of Arid Lands to accompany the bill (8. 6621) to amend
section 3 of the act of February 21, 1912, relating to the dispo-
sition of surplus irrigating waters.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the resolution
will be referred to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion of Arid Lands to accompany the bill.

LOSS OF THE STEAMER “ TITANIC.”

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President, I have here a very clear, con-
siderate, and apparently unbiased statement of the circum-
. stances and incidents of the sinking of the ship Titanic, by
Mrs. W. M. Clark, of Los Angeles, Cal, one of the survivors,
and whose husband went down with the ship.

This matter is under investigation by a Senate committea.
Personally ‘I deplore the fact that the investigation was en-
tered upon at all. This was a British ship, manned by British
subjects. The investigation, at least in the first instance,
should have been undertaken by the British Government.

The investigation, it seems to me, has gone to unreasonable
and unwarranted lengths in undertaking to ascertain the par-
ticnlar details and incidents of that unfortunate disaster which
we might very well have been spared. The things the Senate
ought to know, if it is to be informed by an investigation of
that kind, might have been ascertained in a very few hours,
without going into all these unnecessary and soul-harrowing
details. I desire to have the statement referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. It was prepared in the quiet of the home
by one of the unfortunate people who was there upon the ship.
It is so fair and apparently just in giving the details, that I
ask that it may be printed in the REecorp without reading.

There being no objection, the statement was referred to the
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

[From the Tribune, Los Angeles, Cal., Thursday, Apr. 25, 1912.]

MRS, W. M. CLARK HOME—TELLS OF * TITANIC "—WIDOW OF SEA-WRECK
VICTIM PRAISES MEN AND WOMEN FOR BRAVERY, SETTING EXAMPLE
TO MAKE WHOLE WORLD BETTER.

(By Mrs. Walter Miller Clark.)

Mrs. Walter M. Clark, widow of the cnlf son of J. Ross Clark, who
was lost in the wreck of the Titanie, arrived in the city on the Los
Angeles Limited yesterday afternoon in as good physical and mental
condition as could be expected after passing through the ordeal that
was her lot from the time the ill-fated ship struck the iceberg until
Mrs. Clark was picked u&hy the steamer Carpathia. Mrs. Clark gave
the press the following statement :

“ My husband and I boarded the Titanic at Southampton, somewhat
delayed In starting from that place owing to an accident that had de-
layed the Titanic at Liverpool in colliding with another vessel. All the
way over we had most beantiful and ealm weather; in fact, up fo the
time of the accident the sea had been like glass. We had seen no ice
anywhere, nor were we aware of the presence of ice floes until the after-
noon of the calamity.

NO SHOCE FROM IMPACT.

%1 had retired to my stateroom about 11.30 Sunday, when the
Titanie struck the leeberg. There was no shock from the impact that
in any way startled me. Ilowever, I knew something had occurred
out of the ordinary and looked out of my stateroom porthole, and it
seemed to me that we were passing another ship, but this may have
been ice in the near vieinity. It arounsed my curiosity enough, however,
to prompt me to dress and go out on the promenade deck, where the
smoking room is located, and where I knew my husband was with
friends. There was absolutely no excltement at that time.

“ My husband, seeing me at the door of the smoking room, eame out
to me apparently unconcerned, and said that they had also felt a slight
shock, but had paid no attention to it, being assured by the officers of
the boat that al‘} was well, that some ice had been struck, but that we
were on the way again, and everything apparently had been done in the
way of closing the water-tight compartments, and everybody was as-
sured that there was no danger of any kind.

NO PANIC ON BOARD.

“1 remained on deck some 15 or 20 minutes, conversing with
other people, and my husband returned to the smoking room. From
this it can be seen that there was no panic on board at that time.
Some few minutes later I returned to m{ stateroom, and on the wa
down I met a man comin% up with a life preserver around him.
agked him the reason, and if he were alarm and he replied that all
the passengers had been ordered to the tnq deck with life preservers.
1 then returned to the smoking room and told my husband that we had
been ordered above with life preservers, and we returned to our state-
room., He took off his evening dress and put on an ordinary suit and
heavy underwear, and I did likewise. We took with us our heavy
overcoats and I my furs—also two life preservers—with other valuables
we could pick up. My huosbhand also saw that I was provided with
money in case we should become separated.

FERFECT DISCIFLINE.

“ YWe then went to the main deck, where, as yet, no attempt had been
made to man the boats, and discipline seemed perfect among the crew,
nnd no condition of Pwlc prevalled among the passengers. e con-
versed in groups on the deck. I remember I was with Mr. and Mrs.
Strans, Mr. and Mrs. Astor, my husband, and some others, when an
officer approached and said that while they felt no alarm for the safety
of the sg? , it was thought best, owing to the fact that the Carpathic
had been communicated with and was heading toward us, that the
women and children be put aboard the lifeboats, with sufficient of the
crew to man same, prepared to leave the ship. This was perhaps an
hour after we struck the iceberg. Even then there was no rush for the

lifeboats. I saw two or three hoats lowered, which were filled with as
many men as women. The rest of us, however, remained on deck, as-
sisting in loading these boats with children and women of both second-
class and steerage passengors.

ALL WOMEN ORDERED IN BOATS.

“A little while later the officer again approached us and sald it was
imperative that all the women leave the ship, that the men could not
leave until the women had been provided for, and that it was extremely
urgent that we immediately take to the lifeboats in order that the men
could be taken care of as soon as we were out of the way. I was
Elnced in a lifeboat a!unﬁ)ewlth Mrs, Astor and Mrs., Hayes and about

0 others, among them being the ship’s quartermaster and a sailor
named McCarthy, who conducted themselves most commcnda‘hlf. I
must ’particularly raise the brave and unselfish actions of the latter
after leaving the Titanic.

“At the time of our leaving in the lifeboats the men of our party even
then seemed unconcerncd and failed to realize the danger that the
steamer was in. Mrs. Straus absolutely refused to leave her husband,
Mr. Astor, just before our boat was lowered, asked permission to ac-
company his wife, but was refused. He made no protest whatever and
retired, joining my husband, and the two of them, ther with Maj.
Butt and others, rendered assistance in filling the lifeboats with pas-
sengers.,

CLARK FEELS SAFE.

“ My husband seemed cool and collected all the time, and told me
that he would not leave the ship until all the women and children had
been cared for. I know from the way he bade me good-hy that he felt
no alpg)rehensiun and fully ex'feeted to join me later. There was room
for others in our boat, and these men could have been taken as well
as not. The ntﬁht was clear, although no moon was shining. The
stars threw much light, which made the ocean quite plain. There was
no iee to be seen anywhere. Each lifeboat was equlp with lanterns,
80 by them we were able to see one another, and orders were given to
keep together as much ag possible. We had plenty of provisions in the
way of crackers and bread in the lifeboats.

“As we rowed away from the ship, which was now listing pretty
badly on the port side, it occurred to some of us that we should return
to the steamer, as we had room aboard for 15 more, at which proposal
many of the women became hysterical and endeavored to dissuade us
from doing so, even golng so far as to Impede the rowers in their efforts
to carry out the plan of the more deliberate and cool. There was a
great deal of commotion in our boat then.

PRAISE FOR MRS. ASTOR.

“1 can not say too much for the bravery c¢f Mrs. Astor in this con-
nection. She, among others, insisted that the boat be returned to the
steamer, All this e the 1ights on board the steamer were silemmh:lg
brilliantly, and we could see her looming up silhouetted against the
darkness. She was sinking, however, very fast, and as we approached
her the Titanic sank, followed by two almost simultaneous explosions.
‘There was little or no suction felt as the steamer went down, owing,
perh‘a‘ps. to the fact that she sank prow foremost.

“We rowed about the scene of the disaster all night and picked up
eight men out of the water, two of whom subsequently died of ex-
Posure and one lost his mind., We had nothing in the way of stimu-
ants with which to revive these men, but worked over them almost all
ugght. the women taking off their coats and furs to provide warmth for
them.

“1 am sure that we saw three or four fishing smacks in the v!cinit{.
We knew that they were not other lifeboats for the reason that lights
could be seen high above, as if on masts, and the Carpathia had not at
that time appeared in sight.

LIFEBOATS PICKED UT.

“ Bome of the lifeboats were picked up.by the Carpathia at 4.30 in
the n;grn!ng following, but It was not until about 8.30 that we were
rescued.

“When the Titanic went down and the lights from it had disap-
peared we could hear all about us the most heart-rending moans and
eries for help of those who had gone down with the ship and came
up again to perish within our hearing in the darkness.

“] can not say too much for the noble assistance we received from
the crew and passengers aboard the Carpathie. Everything possible
was done for our comfort and the care of those who had suffered from
exposure. The Carpathia cruised about the scene of the wreck for about
elght hours, but found no hodies or other evidences of the disaster.
The Californic came in sight and laid alongside us, and on our depar-
ture, by signals, promised to remain for 48 hours near the scene of the

wrecl. ,

“1 wish to say that so far as I could see the discipline malntained
on the Titanie after the accident was of the very best, and I saw no
brutal conduct or drunkenness. The world can not help but be bettered
byj ghe“e:ample of these brave men, who gave thelr Pivea that others
might live.”

REPORTS OF COMAITTEES.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM, from the Committee on Public Lands,
to which was referred the bill (8. 6551) to amend gection 8 of
an act entitled “An act to provide for an enlarged homestend,”
reported it with an amendment.

Mr. BRISTOW, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (8. 5507) for the relief of A. W. Cleland, jr.,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
685) thereon.

Mr, JONES, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (8. 3452) for the relief of Drenzy A. Jones
and John G. Hopper, joint confractors for surveying Yosemite
Park boundary, and for damages for illegal arrest while making
said survey, reported it with amendments and submitfed a re-
port (No. 686) thereon.

Mr. HEYBURN, from the Committee on Public Lands, to
which was referred the bill (8. 4791) authorizing the patent-
ing of certain lands to rural high school district No. 1, of Nez
Perce County, Idaho, reported it with an amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 687) thereon.

Mr. BROWN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill (8. 2371) to amend section 3224 of the
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United States Compiled Statutes so as to prevent the resirain-
ing of the assessment or collection of any tax—State, county,
municipal, district, or Federal—reported it with an amendment
and submitted a report (No. 688) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CHILTON:

A Dbill (8. 6630) to correct the military record of William
Dunsford, alias Willlam King; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

A bill (8. 6631) granting an increase of pension to Oscar C.
Black; and

A bill (8. 6632) granting an increase of pension to Hiram
Campbell ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SWANSON (for Mr. MarTIN of Virginia) :

A bill (8. 6633) fo correct the military record of Charles
Apderson (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. GALLINGER :

A bill (8. 6634) granting an increase of pension to Charles
Mays (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. SHIVELY :

A bill (8. 6635) granting an increase of pension to Margaret
J. Grable: to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WORKS:

A bill (8. 6636) to authorize the President of the United
States to appoint Robert H. Peck a captain in the Army; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BORAH :

A bill (8. 6637) granting a pension to Reinhard Anscheutz
(with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 6638) granting an increase of pension to George H.
Batchelder (with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 6639) granting an increase of pension to John P.
Glenn (with accompanying paper) ;

A bill' (8. 6640) granting a pension to Robert Hamilton (with
accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 6641) granting a pension to Robert Riley Lorton
{with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 6642) granting an increase of pension to William A.
Stewart (with accompanying paper) ;

A Dbill (8. 6643) granting an increase of pension to William
Turnbeaugh (with accompanying paper) ; and

A bill (8. 6644) granting a pension to A. J. Henderson; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRADLEY : d

A bill (8. 6645) granting an increase of pension to William
Dawson (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Pensions.

AMENDMENTS TO RIVER AND HARBOR BILL (H. R. 21477).

Mr. ROOT submitted an amendment proposing to increase
the appropriation for improving harbor at Ogdensburg, N. Y.,
from $20,000 to $87,970, intended to be proposed by him to the
river and harbor appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment relative to the survey of
the Great Chazy River and the Little Salmon River, State of
New York, intended to be proposed by him to the river and
harbor appropriation bill, which was ordered to be printed and.
with accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Com-
merce,

CREEK ALLOTMENTS.

Mr. OWEN submitted an amendment proposing to carry into
effect the agreement between the United States and the Mus-
kogee (Creek) Nation of Indians ratified by act of Congress
approved March 1, 1901, ete., intended o be proposed by him
to the Indian appropriation bill (H. R. 20728), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be
printed.

INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER €O,

Mr. LEA submitted the following Tesolution (8. Res. 300),
which was read:

Resolved by the Senate, That the response of the Attorney General
to the resolution of the Senate of March 16, 1912, calling for corre-
spondence and information relative to the International Harvester Co.,
be returned by the Secretary of the Senate to that officer, for the reason
that it is not a proper response to the resolution of the Senate.

Mr. LEA. I ask that the resolution may be printed and
lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be printed and
lie on the table.

Mr, LEA submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 301),
which was read:

Whereas the proposed settlement between the United States and the
International Harvester Co., by which the so-called Harvester Trust
wasg to have been permitted to reorganize and to bring its organizas
tion and business within the Sherman antitrust law as construed 25
the Supreme Court, has been abandoned and suit has been institut
by the United States to dissolve the International Harvester Co.; and

Whereas the facts deveigged in the attempted settlement between this
company and the United States, and the differences that resulted in a
failure to agree upon the terms of dissolution of the so-called Har-
vester Trust, will be of inferest and importance in considering pro-
posed amendments to the Sherman antitrust law: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Attorney General be, and he Is berehjl'], instructed
to lay before the Senate all correspondence and information he may have
n{mn this suhject, together with nn(;; and all correspondence, informa-
tion, and reporis of the Bureau of Corporations relating thereto, from
Janunary 1, 1904, to the present time.

Mr. LEA. I ask that the resolution may be printed and lie
on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
lie on the table.

The resolution will be printed and

HOUSE BILL REFERRED,
H. R. 20840. An act to provide for deficiencies in the fund for
police and firemen'’s pensions and relief in the District of Colum-
bia was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on
Appropriations,
CALLING OF THE ROLL.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.
Mr. SHIVELY. I suggest the absence of a quorum,
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll
The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Dillingham Myers Bhively
Bacon du Pont Nelson Bimmons
Borah Fall Newlands Smith, Ariz.
Bourne Fletcher Nixon Smith, Ga.
Brandegee Foster 0'Gorman Smith, 8. C.
Bristow Gallinger Oliver Stephenson
Brown Gronna Overman Sutherland
Burnham Guggenheim Page Swanson
Burton Heyburn Paynter Thornton
Catron Hitcheock Per Tillman
Chamberlain Johnson, Me. Perkins Townsend
Chilton Johnston, Ala. Poindexter Warren
Clark, Wyo. Jones Pomerene Watson
Clarke, Ark. Lea Rayner Wetmore
Crawford Lippitt Reed Williams
Cullom Lodge Richardson ‘Works
Commins McLean 00
Davis Martine, N. J. Sanders

Mr, SHIVELY. I desire to state that my colleague [Mr.

Kerx] is unavoidably absent from the city.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I wish to state that the senior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. SmiTH] is unavoidably absent on the busi-
ness of the Senate.

Mr. FLETCHER. I desire to state that my colleague [Mr.
Bryax] is unavoidably absent from the city.

Mr, SWANSON. 1 will state that my colleague [Mr. Mag-
TIN] is detained from the Senate on account of illness in his
family.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy Senators have answered
to the roll call. A guorum of the Senate is present.

LAND AT MAGDALENA BAY (8. DOC, NO. 840).

A message, in writing, was received from the President of the
United States by his executive clerk, Mr. Latta.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask that the message may be
laid before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
a message from the President of the United States, which will
be read. :

The Secretary read as follows:

To the Senate:

In response to the Senate's resolution of April 2, 1912, re-
questing the President, “if not incompatible with the publie
interest, to transmit to the Senate any information in posses-
sion of the Government relating to the purchase of land at
Magdalena Bay by the Japanese Government or by a Japanese
company,” I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of
State on the subject.

Wat. H. TAFT.

Tre Warte House, April 30, 1912,

(Inclosure: Report as above.)

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask that the report of the
Secretary of State may be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report will
be read.

The Secretary read as follows:
The President:

The undersigned, Secretary of State, has the honor to repert as fol-
lows in regard to the resolution adopted by the Senate on April 2, 1012,
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requesting the President, * if not incompatible with the public interest,
to transmit to the SBenate any information in the possession of the Gov-
ernment relating to the purchase of land at Magdalena Bay by the
Japanese Government or by a Japanese company.”

e first request of the resolution is for information relating to the
purchase of land at Magdalena Bay by the Japanese Government and
presents itself in two aspects, the first being the acquisition of land
direetly by the Japanese Government, and the second be! nF the potential
acquisition of land by the Japanese Government through its preliminary
acquisition by a Japanese company. The Department of State has no
evidence whatever adequate to show any acquisition of land or any in-
tention or desire to acquire land, whether directly or indirectly, In
Mexico b{ or on the part of the Imperial Japanese Government. Not
only is this true, but, doubtless in deprecation of singularly Insistent
runiors to the opposite effect, both the Imperial Japanese Government
and the Government of Mexico some time ago' made publie official decla-
rations to the effect that there was no basis to the rumors in question.

The second request of the resolution is for Information relating to the
purchase of land by a Japanese company. Rumors regarding this a
pear to have arisen from efforts made by an American syndicate to dis-
pose of certain lands which they claimed actually or potentially to own
or control in the vicinity of Magdalena Bay. This American syndicate,
according to the department’s information, entered upon negotiations
for the sale of the lands to a Japanese syndicate. The attorney for the
American syndicate, in person and by letter, sought a statement as to
the attitude the department would take toward such a transaction. In
connection with these Inquiries there was evidence that the American
syndicate felt or knew that Japanese capitalists would not care to con-
summate the purchase of the lands without the ag)pmral of the Japanese
Government, and that In view of the loeation of the lands In question,
the well-known American gollc to which these reports had n re-
lated in some quarters, and indeed its usual friendly consideration for
the United States, the Imperial Japanese Government would not give
such approval unless assured that the transaction would be unobjection-
able to the Government of the United States.

This department replied to the attorney that it was difficult cate-
%oriml]y to answer the inquiries made, but that the fact (very likely

ully realized by him) ought not to be disguiscd that such a transfer
would be quite certain to be interpreted in some quarters in a manner
to cause a great outery, and that such a result would be so obvlouslg
a cause of regret to the Government of the United States that it woul
appear unnecessary further to comment upon the disposition of the
Federal Government in the premises.

Subsequently the American interests concerned set about making
arrangements for cooperation with Japanese investors in the formation
of a company for the working of the lands in accordance with some plan
which they hoped the Government of the United States might be willing
to pronounce unobjectiomable. The same attorney of the Americans
Interested later roughly outlined to the department the idea of a scheme
by which the Japanese investors should hold & 35 per cent interest in
the company with an option for a further 15 per cent interest, the Amer-
ican syndicate to retain control of the property, with a majority of the
board ‘of directors and the president and manager of the company to be
Amerieans.

A statement of the attitude of the department with respect to this
general scheme was then sought by the attorney of the American in-
terests. To his Inquiry the department replied in January last that the
intimation of changes in the project neither persuaded the department
to add anything to its former statement nor made it feel ecalled upon to
gny whether or not it might at any time see reason to disfavor such a

roject. It was added that these were the sole remarks the department
gndJ to make with only such general and insufficient information be-
fore It,

Since this reply the files of the Department of State do not disclose
any further communication with the Americans interested in the lands
or their attorney elther in regard to the proposed sale of the lands to a
Japanese syndicate or in respect to the mooted arrangement for Japan-
ese participation in an American company.

Tgns both ecorrespondence and oral communication have assured on
the part of the Americans concerned a full realization of the interest of
this Government in the character of any such transactions as those dis-
cussed, and in the absence of any new information the department can
not assume that there is on foot any project calling for action on the
part of the Government of the United States.

Adverting once more to the text of the resolution, the undersigned
has the honor to say, by way of recapitulation, that there is nothing on
file in the Department of State that has justified any inference that the
Mexican Government or the Imperial Japanese Government has been
occupled with any disposition of land near Magdalena Bay by which the
latter Government would acquire land there for any lpurpoae.

In these circumstances the Department of State felt no necessity for
further steps In the matter of any of these rumors, which are of a kind
that all too frequently occur to the detriment of public opinion in the
respective countries and are so allen to the cordial relations of the
Goverhments concerned.

However, his excellency, the Japanese ambassador, informed the de-
artment that he had apprised his Government of the rumors in ques-
fon, which had become well known through the public press; and

subsequently his excellency made, with his Government’s authorization
and merely for the information of the Department of State, an nnre-
sorved and categorieal denial of the rumored purchase of land at Magda-
lena Bay by the Imperial Japanese Government or by a Japanese com-
pany, characterizing the report as entirely sensational and utterly
without any foundation whatever, the Japanese Government having
never directly or indirectly attempted or contemplated the acguisition
of any Int:;dnﬂt Lils;gttl{:tlggn Bay for any purpose.
ctfully subm v
o : P. C. Kxox.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, April 27, 1912,

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, before this message takes the
usual course, I desire the indunlgence of the Senate for a few
moments that I may say a word in regard to this matter, be-
cause the message is in reply to a resolution which I introduced.

I did not introduce that resolution unadvisedly or with any
ulterior motive. It seemed to me, from the information I had
received, that there was a situation in existence in regard to
the land about Magdalena Bay which might become a cause
of difficulties and misunderstandings, unless some steps were

taken to make the position of the United States very clear in
regard to it. The report of the Secretary of State is very
clear and satisfactory upon this subject. It is evident, of
course, that the Japanese Government, as such, has never at-
tempted any purchase there, and I never supposed that it had,
although as a matter of form my resolution covered that point.
It will be observed, however, in the statement of the Secretary
of State that attempts have been made to sell the land in the
neighborhood of Magdalena Bay to a company in which Jap-
anese subjects were to hold a large if not a controlling in-
terest. I should like very briefly to add a little in that direc-
tion to the statement made by the Secretary of State. »

I do not question in the least the entire correctness of the
afttitude of the Japanese Government or that the Department of
State has taken every proper means to make our attitude clear,
But I think it is just as well that the Senate should know
exactly what has happened in connection with Magdalena Bay,
so far as I have been able to discover.

Some years ago the Mexican Government made a large con-
cession of land, some 4,000,000 acres, running along the coast
of Lower California, lying between the mountains and the sea,
and inecluding Magdalena Bay, to an American named Floris
Hayes. He transferred his concession to another American
named Edwards, and he, in turn, transferred the concession to
a man named Lakin.

Under Mr. Lakin's auspices a company was chartered under
the laws of the State of Maine, called the Chartered Co. of
Lower California. The company did not prosper. In its efforts
to sustain itself it borrowed $200,000 from the J. E. Henry
Co.—or from Mr. J. E. Henry himself, who, I believe has since
died—which is a very large lumber firm in New Hampshire.
The Chartered Co. became bankrupt and its property passed
into the hands of the creditors, the holders of the Henry
loan. A holding company was formed called the Magdalena
Bay Co., which took all the stock and bonds of the Chartered
Co. and issued certificates. Those certificates are in the
hands of the J. E. Henry Co., and, therefore, the actual con-
trol of that property is with them. They very naturally have
been making efforts to dispose of the property in order to reim-
burse themselves for their debt. Various promoters have been
trying to sell the property—on commission, presumably—and
have been endeavoring to form syndicates for its purchase.

In the report of the Secretary of State, just read, which the
President has transmitted, it is stated that the department was
consulted about one of these propositions, which was to =ell
the property about Magdalena Bay to a company which should
consist of Americans and Japanese, the Japanese holding 35
per cent of the stock, with an option to take 15 per cent more.
Those negotiations have not been consummated, although there
is a sale at present under consideration, I believe, to a company
gaid to be exclusively American. There is, however, no doubt
that efforts have been made to sell that property to a syndicate
in which there was a large Japanese interest.

Now, Mr. President, what I desire to call the attention of the
Senate to particularly is this: Magdalena Bay lies near the end of
Lower California. It has at the present moment no commercial
value. There is an industry there, and has been for some years,
in the gathering of sea moss called “ orchil,” which is used for
dyeing purposes. It has been a prosperous industry at times,
but never a very large one. There have been reports of oil
being found in that neighborhood and also reports of minerals,
but there are neither mines nor wells, and there certainly is
no commerce there. The land in its present condition is very
largely desert, and I think while possibly in the future it may
be developed industrinlly and commercially, at the present
moment there is no commercial or industrial development of
any importance. There are, of course, no railroad connections
of any sort.

The peninsula of Lower California, although it belongs to
Mexico, is a part of our coast, a continuance of the coast of
California, separated from Mexico, as everyone is aware, by the
Gulf of California. It connects with Mexico at the upper end
by a narrow strip through which pass the mouths of the Colo-
rado, which are of very great interest to us. This upper part
of Lower Californin has been used as a seat of insurrection
and as a refuge for outlaws and bandits from Mexico during
the recent troubles in that country.

There is, as I have said, no railroad connection on the penin-
sula, and Magdalena Bay can have no value whatever at the
present time except a military and strategic value. Its mili-
tary and strategic value, however, is very great indeed. It lies
there, a fine bay, at a point on the coast nearly midway between
San Francisco and Panama—I am not sure of the distances,
but it is approximately midway. Nobody would think of buy-
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ing that property at Magdalena Bay at the present time and
of paying a large sum for it except for its military value as a
coaling station and naval base.

There is no doubt, Mr. President, as the Secretary of State
said in his report, that efforts have been made by subjects
of Japan—it has been stated, I do not know on how good
authority, that some of them were directors and large stock-
holders in the Oriental Steamship Co.—to get possession of the
title to the land about Magdalena Bay. The situation happily
has not yet arisen. I do not wish it to arise, It is the part
of wise policy and wise diplomacy to anticipate any situation
which may give rise to difficulty or misunderstanding with any
friendly nation.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. Presidenf——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. I should like to inquire of the Senator
precisely what the J. H. Henry Co. had in view when they
made that loan of $200,000? Was it a lumber proposition that
did not materialize?

Mr. LODGE. No, Mr. President. I understand—I was so
informed by their counsel—that Mr. Henry became interested
in the project as it was laid before him and thought that this
great tract of land lying along the coast would be of large value,
and he advanced money in the regular course of business to
the promoters of the chartered company in the hope that it
would enable them to develop the property. It was a perfectly
legitimate and proper transaction in every respect.

Mr. GALLINGER. I made the inquiry for the reason that
Mr. Henry, who has recently died, was a very wise business
man, and his operations in New Hampshire have been wholly con-
fined to the lumber industry, in which he made a great fortune.

Mr. LODGE. I am aware of that fact. He made a fortune,
and, as I have stated, that is the only reason, as I understand,
why he became interested. He thought the property would be
of value.

Mr. President, as T was saying, the situation now is harmless
and we wish it to remain so. We do not wish a sitnation cre-
ated there from which it would be in the least troublesome or
disagreeable for a friendly nation to withdraw. It is better
to have the matter in such a position that no situation can arise
which will in the least involve us in diseussion or differences
with a friendly nation. But, Mr. President, the situation is
now, as I believe, for the present at least, a perfectly safe one
and anything we may do will carry no reflection upon any for-
eign country. It seems to me, therefore, that the moment is
very opportune for the Senate to make a declaration in regard
to the statement in Mr. Monroe’s message that the American
continents are not to be considered as further subjects for
future colonization, in order to make it clear that that state-
ment is not confined to government action merely or to coloniza-
tion under government auspices, but that by the word * coloniza-
tion " we also cover action by companies or corporations or by
citizens or subjects of a foreign State which might do, at a
place, for instance, like Magdalena Bay, precisely what the
Monroe doectrine was intended to prevent.

The fact that a colony is contemplated at Magdalena Bay
composed of citizens or subjects of a foreign Government, who
would hold a point of great military value and might establish
a coaling station, is just as much to be guarded against by the
United States as if it were done directly by a foreign Govern-
ment. The thin veil of a corporation does not alter the char-
acter of the act.

Mr. President, it is clear from the Secretary's report that
some of our Japanese friends have been trying to get posses-
sion of this land through a syndicate formed by them. They
have a fishing concession along that coast now. So have we.
So has Great DBritain. They have been taking great interest
in their fishing concession. They have been surveying the
coast. ‘Information has come about their purchase and use
of maps. I impute no ulterior motives at all. But the curing
of fish and the repair of nets require no possession of great
areas of land or of a great harbor.

It seems to me this is a suitable time for the Senate to con-
gider this grave question in connection with the doctrine laid
down by President Monroe.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Sia-
MoNs] said to me he would wait until I could submit a few
remarks on this measure.

XLVIII—356

Mr. LODGE. I had very nearly concluded.

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator from Maryland will permit
me for a moment, I will state that I now prefer to wait until
the morning hour is over, when, at 2 o'clock, the unfinished
business will be laid before the Senate.

Mr. RAYNER. I wish to say merely a word to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

This is a very important message from the President in re-
sponse to the resolution of the Senator from Massachusetts.
I have just hurriedly looked over it. I have not had an op-
portunity to examine it. When the Senator from Massachusetts
shall have finished I may possibly submit a few remarks on the

{ subject.

I wish to ask the Senator from Massachusetts a question.
Suppose the owners of this Magdalena Bay enterprise should sell
to Japanese subjects—either individuals or corporations—with-
out the sanction of the Government of Japan. Suppose they
should transfer their rights on Magdalena Bay to a Japanese
subject, just as they would transfer it to a British subject or
a French citizen. Would the Senator from Massachusetts claim
that this violated the Monroe doctrine?

Mr. LODGE. It certainly does not violate any principle of
international law. I quite agree to that.

Mr. RAYNER. The Monroe doctrine,

Mr, LODGE. I think it depends altogether on what is done.
The Monroe doctrine is not international law.

Mr. RAYNER. I understand that, of course.

Mr, LODGE. Of course the Senator understands that.

Mr. RAYNER. I am putting this simple question to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts; put it upon any doctrine you want:
If the American interests who own this enterprise should sell
their interest to subjects of Japan, without the sanction of the
Japanese Government, would the American Government have
the right to interfere? ¥

Mr. LODGE. The Monroe doctrine is a policy adopted by
this country, after careful consideration, for its own protection
and defense. The right of a citizen of another country or of a
corporation of another country to buy land on the coast of Lower
California or upon our coast or elsewhere is a legal question, but
the question here is whether such action interferes with the
principles of the Monroe doctrine. We do not base the Monroe
doctrine on international law. We have the right, for our own
self-preservation, in my judgment, fo protect that doctrine at
all points and to take such steps as may be necessary to do it.

Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator from Massachusetts will per-
mit me to go further, we have statutes that make it a eriminal
offense for any American citizen or person subject to our laws
to enter into any such negotiations, waiving the Monroe doctrine,

Mr, LODGE. That would be a negotiation with a foreign
Government?

Mr. HEYBURN. With anyone, to be turned over to a for-
eign Government having in view its use in future military
operations,

Mr. RAYNER. I should like the Senator from Idaho to point
out any statute we have which would prohibit subjects of Japan
from selling lands——

Mr. HEYBURN. No; there is no use of misstating the propo-
gition in the beginning. I said citizens of the United States. I
did not say subjects of Japan.

Mr. RAYNER. I should like the Senator from Idaho to
point out a statute prohibiting an American who has acquired
lands in Mexico from selling them to a subject of Japan. There
is no such statute on the books.

Mr. LODGE. The statement I make is based on——

Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator will permit me: I do not want
to be left in a wrong position. The Senator makes an erroneous
statement of what I said and then denounces it as having no
foundation in law.

I may have occasion hereafter to say something on this sub-
ject, and if T do so I will produce in support of anything I may
say a respectable authority.

Mr. LODGE. There is no doubt, from the facts brought to my
attention from those who are interested in the sale of this
land, that this is simply an effort to recover money due to them
as creditors. There is no question that there was a plan of
establishing a Japanese colony or a Japanese settlement, or
whatever you may wish to call it, on Magdalena Bay. It does
not exist now. The negotiations have thus far failed. But it is
upon that point I desire the consideration of the Committee on
Foreign Relations first and then of the Senate. Under modern
conditions there has been a great change. Of course, the Monroe
doctrine was intended to apply to the methods by which estab-
!ishmentstcould be erected by foreign Governments on the Amer-
ican coas
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Mr. BACON.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. BACON. I simply wish to say I do not consider that the
question involved here is one to be tested by the Monroe
doctrine, necessarily. If our inferests required, we could pro-
claim a new doetrine; and it seems to me that is really the thing
for us fo consider. Outside of whether this is technieally or in
substance an infraction of the Monroe doctrine, the guestion is
whether we would consent to the aequisition by any Govern-
ment, actually in its own name or through any organization of |
its citizens, to secure the control of such a place as Magdalena
Bay, where there could be established a naval base whieh would
be dangerous to our own peace and safety.

I do not think we are limited to the question whether if is
an infraction of the Menroe doetrine. The question is whether
the present presentation is such as to call upon us to consider
the question whether we will proclaim it as a doctrine, that we
will not permit the aequisition by a foreign Government, either
nominally or actually, of a harbor, or of a point of strategical
importance which weuld be a menace to us in time of war.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I agree with the Senator from
Georgia that this is a matter where, if it is necessary to make
a new  declaration of pelicy, it should be made. In my own
belief, under the phrase relating to colonization, the declaration
of the meaning of that word as now understood would cover it.

Mr. FALL. I will ask what the concession is. In other
words, what is the purpose and what is the consideration run-
ning to the Government for granting this concession?

Mr. LODGE. I have not examined the terms of the conces-
sion. In a general way I may say that if is a concession
granted to a certain man, with a view to the development of
this great tract of land; I have heard it stated that it was
350 and again 450 miles along the coast, containing over
4,000,000 acres.

Mr. FALL. Was not the consideration for the concession that
this eompany should improve Magdalena Harbor itself?

Mr. LODGE. I have seen the prospectus of the company.
The improvement of the harber was incidental. They expected
to find minerals, to develop the sea-moss industry, and to
develop catile raising in suitable regions.

Mr. FALL. Does not the concession give to those taking it
over and performing the conditions the absolute control of
Magdalena Bay?

Mr. LODGE. Absolutely; unguestionably.

Mr, CUMMINS. I understand that this concession is now
owned by American citizens?

Mr. LODGE. It is controlled by the creditors of the company.

Mr. CUMMINS. Is there anything in international law or in
our relations with Mexico which would prevent the Government
of the United States from becoming the owner of the concession
by purchase? -

Mr. LODGE. Nothing that I am aware of.

Mr. FALI. There is in the Mexican laws and constitution.

Mr. LODGE, The Mexican Government can not, under the
constitution of Mexieo, part with its territory.

Mr. CUMMINS. . I understand she has parted with it to an
American citizen.

Mr. LODGE. Parted with the title, not the sovereignty.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not mean the sovereignty. If the
United States were to become the owner, would it disturb our
friendly relations with Mexico?

My, LODGE. I can not answer the guestion as to what our
relations would be. Mexico is somewhat disturbed at present.
There would be nothing unfriendly about it.

Mr. CUMMINS. Perhaps the Senator from New Mexico
could explain that.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, we on this side can not
hear a word.

Mr. FALL. In answer to the suggestion of the Senator from
Towa, I will say that in every Mexican concession there is a
provision that under no cireumstances shall the concession he
transferred to any foreign Government. That is in every con-
cession which has ever been granted by the Mexican Government.

It further ecarries with it a provision that a company to
operate the concession or to carry out the purposes of the con-
cession shall be a Mexican company, whether organized in the
United States or a foreign country or not. It must file articles
of incorperation in the proper place in Mexico, and by ﬁ]jng its
articles it becomes a Mexican company.

There is always a provision that under no circumstances shall
a eoncession be transferred to any foreign Government.

Mr. CUMMINS. Tkaf, I assume, would be equally prohibi-
tory against Japan.

Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. The Japanese Government.

Mr, CUMMINS. It would be absolutely impossible for Japan
to become the owner of the concession.

Mr. LODGE. I never suggested that. If that were the case,
it is all answered by the statement of the President. The Jap-
anese Government has done nothing of that kind. Its conduect
has been absolutely eorrect. It is the indirect method of——

Mr. McCUMBER. What is the danger, if no other nation
can obfain either sovereignty or title?

Mr. LODGE. The danger is this: I thought I had made it
' | plain that under the possession of a company owned in whole
or in part by the citizens or subjects of a foreign power, a colony
of their people can establish at Magdalena Bay a coaling sta-
"tion and can acquire possession of a bay, under the title of the
company from whom they buy, which would be of enormous
military value.

That situation does not exist. It is because I do not want it
to exist that I bring the matter to the attention of the Senate
and that I introduced the resolution originally.

Mr. McCUMBER. If there can be no colony planted, that is,
if the jurisdiction of no other Government can attach, it would
not be a colony of that Government, and I fail to see the
danger because the citizens of one foreign nation may settle
there, still being subject to the jurisdiction of the Mexican
Government. -

Mr. LODGEHE. I think it would make very little difference
to the people of the Pacific coast whether there was a large
Japanese colony there under government auspices or whether
there was a large Japanese colony there under their own
auspices as the representatives of a company. I think it would
make very little difference from a strategical view whether the
coaling station was established by the Government or whether
the coaling station was established by a Japanese company
which the Government could use if it chose. The danger if
it would come would be in the fact, not in how it was done.

Myr. President, I did not desire to be led into any debate on
this subject. It seems fo me a matter of great moment, and I
hope it will be referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
and that that committee will take it up and give it their full
consideration and report their opinion to the Senate.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I desire to submit only a few
remarks to the Senate. I had no idea that this message, in
response to the sugzestion of the Senator from Massachusetts,
would come in this morning.

I do not kumow that I dlsagree very much with the Senator
from Massachusetts, but there is one question that I want to
put before the Senate, and a line.of distinction that T want to
draw, if it is possible to do it, on this subject. I think it is a
question of great moment.

As I understand it, there were three enterprises that gave
rise to the Senator's resolution. If I am wrong in my state-
ment, the Senator can correct me. The first was a purchase upon
Magdalena, Bay by an American syndicate of a large guantity
of land, I think some four or five million acres, if I am not
mistaken. This was a New England corporation, I believe.

Mr. LODGE. Yes.

Mr. RAYNER. They expecied to find minerals there and
were disappointed. Instead of finding gold they found sea-
weeds,

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will allow me—

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly.

Mr. LODGE. They expected a great many things. They ex-
pected to develop a great cattle industry, and to find oil, and to
develop still further a sea-moss industry, and all that can be
imagined in an entirely wild and open country.

There is only one company that has title there. The title is
in the Chartered Co. of Lower California, that their creditors
hold there.

Mr. RAYNER. I understand there was a large amount of
money put.into the enterprise originally, some $400,000 or
$£500,000, and some syndicate or estate in New Hampshire is a
creditor of the concern.

Mr. GALLINGER. It is, I will say to the Senator, essentially
a lumber company, J. E. Henry & Co. I asked the question of
the Senator from Massachusetts as to whether or not they had
prospects in that direction, and I found they had not 8o, un-
doubtedly, they expected to make money in developing other
things.

Mr, LODGE. The Henry Co. was purely a loan company.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Henry Co. dees not enter in except as
a creditor. It was a mere loan.

Mr. RAYNER. Let us see now how this matter stands. This
company made some effort to sell this land, whether to a
Japanese syndicate or any other syndicate I do not know. I
suppose they would sell the land to anybody who wants to
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buy it. It was not a question with the owners of this land as
to whom or how the land should be sold. The question was
whether they could extricate themselves from the financial
difficulty they were in, and it did not make a particle of differ-
ence to them whether they sold to a syndicate of Japanese or
whether they sold to anyone else anywhere.

I have not read the response to the Senator’'s resolution, but
that was the situation about Magdalena Bay.

Then the Japanese Government was apprised by us of another
purchase along the coast some two or three hundred miles
south of Magdalena Bay. That is, I understand, a grant of
exclusive fishing rights and covering territory of about 700
miles from the Province or State called Tepic to another State
some seven or eight hundred miles farther down the coast.”
Tepic is about two or three hundred miles, I believe, below
Meagdalena Bay.

Mr. LODGE. Magdalena Bay is very near the end of the
peninsula,

Mr. RAYNER. This is much farther down.

Mr. LODGE. I should say it was a hundred miles.

Mr. RAYNER. What is the distance between the State of
Teplec and Magdalena Bay?

Mr, FALL. It is several hundred miles. One is on the main
coast, while the other is on the peninsula.

Mr. LODGE. Those fishing rights, I understand, have been
granted to Great Britain as well as to Japan. I think I may
say those fisheries extend all along that coast. They acquire
nothing more than the concession for the fishing rights and
acquire no title to the land anywhere.

Mr. RAYNER. Of course Mexico wounld not have any right
to grant fishing rights in the open sea. The question is, What
rights does she grant within the marine league?

Mr. LODGE. She grants rights within the marine league.

Mr. RAYNER. If the Senator will pardon me, I do not wish
to make any mistake. This matter has come up hurriedly. I
have not had time to read the response.

There was a third proposition adverted to, but I do not think
there is anything whatever about it in the response to the
Senator's resolution. There was a well-authenticated rumor
that the Japanese Government had acquired a 15-years’ grant to
the harbor of Salina Cruz, which I think is two or three hun-
dred miles farther down from th: point where the fishing rights
are granted. The statement that was made was that they had
acquired this right to the harbor of Salina Cruz, which is on
the western coast, and would give control practically of the
Tehuantepec Railroad.

Mr. LODGE. Balina Cruz is not on the peninsula at all.

Mr. RAYNER. It is not on the peninsnla the Senator is
speaking about, but it is on the peninsula I am speaking about.
It was said the Japanese acquired a 15-year grant at the har-
bor of Salina Cruz.

Mr. LODGE. T can say to the Senator, I think without im-
propriety, that the matter of Salina Cruz has been dealt with
by the State Department, but I think there is no foundation in
the rumor.

Mr. RAYNER. Then we have not heard anything from the
State Department about it. I considered this the most impor-
tant incident of these concessions, because in connection with
the Government of Mexico it would virtually give the Japanese
Government control of the railroad befween the western coast
and the eastern coast, the eastern port being right south of Gal-
veston, and it would be a very dangerous proposition in view of
the Panama Canal.

Mr. LODGE. I quite agree as to the importance, but I think
I am right in saying that there is no foundation for it.

Mr. RAYNER. I do net know what the Department of
State is doing. The Senator knows more about it than I do.
If the Government of Japan were to-day to acquire lands for
a military reservation upon the coast of Mexico, that of a base
for military operations or for coaling stations, and a base for
military supplies, without any reference to the Monroe doctrine,
I would consider that almost equivalent to a declaration of
war against the United States, and we would not for a moment
sanction or permit it. I say I agree entirely with the Senator
from Massachusetts, that if the Government of Japan were to
attempt to acquire a base for military supplies and for a coaling
station upon the coast of Mexico, I would come to the conclu-
sion immediately that the Unifed States ought to interfere
without any reference to the Monroe doctrine at all. Perhaps it
would come within the Monroe doctrine, the latter clause of it,

_but I do not think we need discuss the Monroe doctrine if an
event of that sort happened.

The point I want to make is this, however: Suppose the
owners of this Magdalena Bay enterprise were to transfer the
lands that they own there to a subject or corporation of Japan

that is not subsidized by the Japanese Government and over
which the Japanese Government has no control, what are we
going to do about it? That I consider to be the important
proposition we are dealing with.

Mr. LODGE. That is precisely what I want to have some-
thing done about.

Mr. RAYNER. That is what I'am going to ask the Senate
to do something about. I have written a resolution here, upon
the subject. Now, what can we do about it? What right have
we to prevent a subject of Japan in good faith, for the pur-
pose of industrial development, entirely disconnected with any

| governmental enterprise not sanctioned or justified by his own

Government, from acquiring land in Mexico to any greater
extent than we would have the right to prevent any other sub-
ject or any other citizen of any other counfry from aecquiring
land there? Under the laws of Mexico, as I understand them,
the citizens of Mexico are prohibited under the severest penal-
ties, I think under the penalty of death, if I am not mistaken,
from transferring any land in Mexico to a foreign government
without the sanction of the Government, I think I am right in
that statement. But, Mr. President, there is nothing in the
constitution of Mexico, there is nothing in the statutes of Mexico,
so far as I can discover, that prevents a citizen or corporation
or syndicate of Japanese subjects from acquiring land in
Mexico. Unqguestionably at least the Mexican Government can
permit it. I will read just a few lines to show what the law is
upon this subject. .

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me a minute, it
seems to me the whole thing lies simply in a nutshell. It is
simply a question as to what we will do, not by virtue of any
statute, but by virtue of our right and power to do that which
is necessary for our safety.

Mr. RAYNER. I understand that fully, but I am not talk-
ing about the Monroe doctrine now. The Monroe doctrine does
not touch the acquisition of a private citizen,

Mr. BACON. VWill the Senator permit me to finish?

Mr. RAYNER. I thought the Senator had finished.

Mr., BACON., The Monreoe doctrine does not depend on any
law and is not a matter of law, but it was the enunciation of a
determination on our part not to permit a certain thing to be
done, not because such determination was aceording to. any
law, international or municipal, but because we deemed it essen-
tial to our safety. Therefore we have reserved the same right,
if it is within our power to do it, to condemn anything else we
may deem to be inconsistent with our own safety and peace.

Mr. RAYNER. I understand that fully, but it does not in
the slightest degree touch the point I am submitting to the
Senate. The Monroe doctrine or any other doctrine never pro-
hibited a private ecitizen from acquiring land in the Central
American States, for instance. There was never any pretense
made in all the precedents and in all the diplomatic correspond-
ence that has ever taken place upon the Monroe doetrine that a
citizen of a foreign country could not acquire any land in a
South American or a Central American state. I do not think
the Senator from Georgia has caught the point I want to submit
to the Senate.

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me a minute, I
think I do. I do not myself rest any proposed action on our
part upon the Monroe doctrine, but in the same way that we
have a right to say that we would not consent to any foreign
Government colonizing any part of the Western Hemisphere we
have a right to say, if we want to, that we will not consent for
a citizen of a foreign Government to acquire property on the
Western Hemisphere if it is done in a way that will be a menace
to our peace.

Mr. RAYNER. That is not the proposition that I am dis-
cussing at all. We can enunciate any new doctrine that we
want. That would be an extremely new and original doectrine
unless it actually menaced our peace.

The point I make is this: What right have we to interfere
with the industrial development in Mexico by foreigners, if the
laws of Mexico permit it? I want to stop, if I can, this con-
stant cry of war with Japan. I have never thought for a
moment that there is the slightest danger of war. This mad
fancy that Japan intends to control and dominate the Pacifie
Ocean is the most absurd proposition I think that ever crossed
the vision of a bewildered braln. Every time a subject of Japan
buys a strip of land in Mexico or goes fishing upon the coast of
Mexico there is a cry of war.

What I want to do, if we can, is for the Senate, through its
proper committee, to definitely ascertain what rights Japanese
subjects have in Mexico and what right we have to interfere
with their possessions, disconnected with the sanction of the
Government of Japan?
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I will take only a few moments of the Senate on this subject,
as important as it is. I should like to discuss it in full, but I
do not intend to do so now. Under the laws of Mexico it is
provided—

Citizens of the countries bordering on Mexico can not hold real
estate in Mexico within 60 miles of the frontier, without the individual
permission of the President of Mexico, nor can foreigners acuiulm real
estate within § leagues of the maritime coasts of the Republic, except
by permission of a special act of Congress.

Mr. FALL. Will the Senator allow me to make a suggestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Roor in the chair). Does
the Senator from Maryland yield to the Senator from New
Mexico? '

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly.

Mr. FALL. That is exactly what this concession has done,
It has given private citizens permission to own this land.

Mr. RAYNER. It has given them possession of the maritime
coast, but it has done so, I apprehend, by a special act of the
Mexican Congress.

Mr. FALL. These concessions are based upon individual con-
tracts entered into with the proper official of the proper depart-
ment of the Mexican Government first and afterwards approved
by the Congress of Mexico through its legislative committee.
Mexico legislates during vacations, all the while the Congress is
not in session, by a legislative committee, and the acts of that
committee have exactly the same force and effect as acts of
Congress when in session.

I should like to ask the Semmtor if his view in this matter
might not be affected by the fact that the concession granted
to this company or to this individual by the Mexican Govern-
ment transferred to the concessionaires almost governmental
powers over the harbor of Magdalena Bay.

Mr. RAYNER. As I understand it, Mr. President, this con-
cession was originally granted to the Oriental Steamship Co.
and afterwards transferred by the Oriental Steamship Co. to
a Japanese whaling company. The Senator will tell me whether
I am right or not.

Mr. FALI. The Senator is speaking of the fishing concession.

Mr. RAYNER. Was the Senator speaking of Magdalena
Bay?

Mr. FALL. I am speaking of Magdalena Bay.

Mr. RAYNER. I agree, then, with the Senator, if the Gov-
ernment of Japan intervenes and it is a governmental conces-
sion it would unguestionably interfere with American rights,

Mr, FALL. In the event the Mexican Government were to
make a concession to individuals which practically placed those
individuals in a position where they could exercise governmental
powers over Magdalena Bay, would it not be possible for those
individuals by indirection, by the transfer of stock, for instance,
to transfer the property itself or the control of the property to
a foreign Government?

Mr. RAYNER. Let me answer that question by asking an-
other question of the Senator, Suppose subjects of Great Brit-
ain and citizens of France should do this, would they have a
right to transfer to their Government a sufficient amount of
stock so as to enable the Government to control it? What
would the Senator say about that? I think if the transfer
ghould be made we ought to look into it, but we ought not to
question it until the emergency arises and not imagine danger
when none exists,

Mr. FALL. I think if the Government of Mexico undertook
to transfer one of its harbors to the Government of France or
to the Government of Great Britain it would be an absolute
violation of the Monroe doctrine.

Mr. RAYNER. That is not the question. The question is,
Suppose they give a concession to individuals, and with the
danger that these individuals might transfer it to a forelgn
Government, does the Senator say that the mere concession
given to a citizen or subject of a foreign state would afford an
opportunity for us to intervene under the Monroe doctrine, if
there is no actual transfer and no intention to transfer the
concession to a foreign Government?

Mr. FALL. No: but if it became apparent to the American
people that something was sought to be done by indirection
which would viclate the Monroe doctrine if it was done directly,
I do not believe the American people would submit to it.

Mr. RAYNER. I agree with this proposition. I will state
the proposition now upon which I stand, and it is this: If the
Government of Japan aequires rights, Monroe docirine or no
Monroe doctrine, the Government of the United States will take
some steps to prevent the act or if an individual or a corpora-
tion or a syndicate acquire rights which they propose to trans-
fer to the Government of Japan. The Government of the
United States would not stand idly by and permit the enterprise
to be consummated. But I stand upon the further proposition
that the subjects of Japan, for their own individual purposes,

without any eonnection with the Japanese Government, intend-
ing merely to develop industrial enterprises, have all the rights
that the laws of Mexico give them, and that we can not inter-
fere with the laws of Mexico in that regard. I want that dis-
tinction understood, so that every time a Japanese subject buys
an acre of land in Mexico there will not be a cry of war
throughout the continent.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator from
Maryland, is it not a fact that British subjects have a con-
cession on the coast of Mexico and are developing the oil in-
dustry there, and in connection with the oil industry they are
also developing harbors to transfer the oil? Would anyone say
the fact that they are developing the industry and that, in addi-
tion to that, are fixing up a harbor and making it so it can be
entered, the United States is in a position to claim that there is
danger because Great Britain might, in case of war, use that
particular bay for naval purposes? Is it not a faet that Ger-
many has colonies in Brazil and in other countries, and they
are developing harbors and rivers? Would not the result be
the same if we would object to that?

Mr. RAYNER. Of course no one wounld ever dream for a
moment that the Monroe doctrine would touch or approach any
subject of that sort. Have not the citizens of other countries
possessions and concessions, and are they not conducting large
financial enterprises all through Central and South Ameriea?
Was it ever supposed for a moment that that would occasion
any interference by the Government of the United States in the
vindication of the Monroe doctrine?

We must draw this distinction, otherwise we will be in con-
stant trouble. We must draw a distinction between the Gov-
ernment of Japan, either itself or through its agents, openly or
surreptitionsly acquiring land in Mexico for its own purposes
and the subjects of Japan acquiring land in Mexico for their
own purposes, simply in the progress of industrial development.
The line is broadly drawn. If Mexico gives the right to a
Japanese subject to own land in Mexico, I ask the Senator
from Massachusetts what right have we to interfere? Can we
compel the Mexican Government to change its laws and alter
its constitution?

Let us leave the Monroe doctrine out of the question. Under
the law of Mexico—and it is a strange law; I thought I had it
here, but I know it exists—

Mr. STONE. Will the Senator pardon me for a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly.

Mr. STONE. Does the mere grant of a concession, such as
that now under consideration, of a large tract of land about
Magdalena Bay or at any other point on the Mexican coast at
all impair or affect the sovereignty of Mexico over the lands
covered by the concession?

Mr. RAYNER. It does not.

Mr. STONE. But that remains intact?

Mr. RAYNER. Unquestionably.

Mr, STONE. Japan, whose subjects, it is said, are about fo
acquire this concession, could not as a Government undertake to
fortify the harbor or have any right of entering it without in-
vading the sovereignty of Mexico?

Mr. RAYNER. Unquestionably the Senator is right about
that. I do not think anybody will controvert that point.

Mr. STONE. Then the status, so far as sovereignty goes,
would remain the same?

Mr. RAYNER. It would remain intact, in statu quo. What
right have we to interfere except upon the ground of appre-
hension that things might occur, which I do not believe ever
will occur? As I said just now, a foreign Government, under the
laws of Mexico, has no right to hold any land in that country.
Anyone who sells to a foreign Government, under the constitu-
tion and the laws of Mexico, sells under the severest penalties, I
believe—I am almost certain—under penalty of death. I think
there is a Mexican statute—the Senator from New Hampshire,
I think, knows that a statute of that sort exists—which, under
penalty of death, prohibits anyone from selling lands in Mexico
to a foreign Government. We have no right to sell to a foreign
Government here.

Now, before closing, what I want to direct the attention of
the Senate to is that Mexico has its own laws, and we have no
right to change the laws of Mexico. In Mexico a forelgner who
owns land in that country, and who has what they call under
their old constitution Mexican children, becomes a Mexican citi-
zen. That is the language of the statute. They changed that
afterwards, because it was pretty hard to tell whether they had
Mexican children or any other kind of children, and they also
subsequently changed their constitution. That is the doctrine
of what is called involuntary expatrlation. We have never
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accepted such a doctrine, that a man by becoming a land owner
of Mexico became a citizen of Mexico without renouncing his al-
legiance to the United States; but that is the law of Mexico,
that such a man becomes a Mexican citizen.

If Mexico gives the right to a foreigner who under its laws
becomes a Mexican citizen or to a foreigner whether he be-
comes a Mexican citizen or not to hold lands in Mexico, I
should like to know from the Senate or from any Senator
here, because it will illuminate the subject greatly to my own
mind, what right the Government of the United States has to
interfere and what distinction we can draw between a subject
of Japan, except upon the ground of fear and apprehension, and
a subject or a citizen of any other foreign country.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President——-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. RAYNER. I do.

Mr, LODGE. If the Senator from Maryland will allow me,
I should like to say that I do not apply what I am saying
about Magdalena Bay to citizens or subjects of Japan particu-
larly, but they happen to be the ones who are trying to get it.
I would apply what I have said just as much to the citizens or
subjects of any other country in like conditions. The case rests
on the character of Magdalena Bay, because it is a menace
to us to have it in the hands of foreigners. There are thou-
sands of Japanese scattered throughout Mexico, but that is
none of our affair; there are Germans in Brazil, but that is
none of our affair. It is the taking of a military post on our
coast line that is very much our affair.

Mr. RAYNER. I agree with the Senator if there is any
attempt there to establish a base for military supplies or a coal-
ing station. I said just now, and I say it again, that would
amount practically to a declaration of war, for what right has
Japan to come to Magdalena Bay?

Mr. LODGE. I do not mean the Japanese Government. If
it is done by a corporation it is just as bad.

Mr. RAYNER., But there is not the slightest evidence of its
being done by a corporation, and there is not the slightest evi-
dence that it was ever so intended.

Mr. LODGE. The report of the Secretary of State sent to
the Senate, and which was made after long examination of this
matter, shows that there has been an attempt to purchase that
very land, with the control of the harbor.

Mr. RAYNER. Iaskthe Senator from Massachusetts whether
the response of the Secretary of State to the Senator's resolu-
tion states that to be a fact?

Mr. LODGE. It states the whole negotiations there and how
much stock the Japanese were to have in the company.

Mr. RAYNER. Then, Mr. President, if I mistake not, it also
sgtates the entire disavowal of the Japanese Government as to
its having any connection with the matter.

Mr. LODGE. Obh, the Japanese Government, Mr. President,
is not involved in it. The Government is not buying the land;
nobody charges that the Japanese Government is doing any-
thing there. ;

Mr. RAYNER. No; but if it is not done in the interest of the
Japanese Government——

Mr. LODGE. The Senafor from Maryland may be able to
speak for the Japanese Government; I am not.

Mr. RAYNER. I am sufficiently able to speak for the Jap-
anese Government to say that I do not believe that every time
there is any acquisition of land in Mexico we ought to start
the proposition about a war with Japan, for I do not believe
there will be any war with Japan, either now or in the foture,
and I want to see if I can rid the public mind of the appre-
hension which exists upon that subject. Let us read what the
Secretary of State says about this matter. That is the best
way to settle the dispute. So Tar as I am concerned I am for
peace and not for sirife. I am for law and not for war:

Adverting once more to the text of the resolution, the undersigned
has the honor te say by way of recapitulation that there is notﬁng
on file in the Department of State that has jnstified any inference that
the Mexican Government or fhe Imperial Japanese Government has
been occupied with any disposition of land near Magdalena Bay by
which the latter Government would acquire land there for any purpose.

In these circumstances, the Department of State felt no necessity
for Turther steps in the matter of any of these rnmors, which are of o
kind that all too frr'ciur*ntly oceur to the detriment of lpubl.lc opinion in
the respective countries and are so alien to the cordial relations of the
Governments concerned. .

However, his excellency the Japanese ambassador Informed the de-
partment that he had apprised his Government of the rumors in
question, which had become well known through the public press; and
subsequently his excellency made, with his Government's authoriza-
tion and merely for the information of the Department of State, an
unreserved and categorical denial of the rnmored purchase of land at
Magdalena Bay by the ]mﬁerlal Japanese Government or by a Japanese
company, characterizing the report as entirely senmsational and utterly
without any foundation whatever, the Japanese Government having
never directly or indirectly attempted or contemplated the acquisition
of any land at Magdalena Bay for any purpose.

Mr. LODGE. That is a splendid denial of what is not charged.
The charge is—and the statement is there in that very report—
that the attempt was made to sell the land to a company nom-
inally American, in which the stock was controlled in a large
part by Japanese. There is no disavowal of that in that report.

Mr. RAYNER. Now, Mr. President, in order that this ques-
tion may be settled by law and not by war, I will offer a reso-
lIution, which I will ask to have referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations. I will read the resolution before offering it,
and I think it is very appropriate at this time:

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign Relations be, and it is
hereby, directed to ascertain whether under the laws of Mexico, or
under treaty rights, aliens are Permitted to hold and acgunire landed
g:perty within her territorial limits, or to obtain concessions of land

m the Government of Mexico, and also what power Is conferred by
law upon the Mexican Government to grant exclusive fishery rights
upon its ocean shore or in any of the gulfs or bays adjoining the Mexi-
can coast, and whether or not such acquisition of property or conces-
sions, if allowed, encroach upon the Monroe doctrine or are affected b
the same, and what position the United States should assume In ref-
erence thereto, and to report as early as practicable the result of its in-
vestigation to the Senate.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I have no objection—

Mr. RAYNER. Will the Senator allow the resolntion to go
to the Committee on Foreign Relations?

Mr. BACON, Certainly. I have no objection to that resolu-
tion, but the Committee on Foreign Relations would not be
limited to that particular investigation, by any means. As I
understand, the proposition is to refer the message, with the
report—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the mes-
sage of the President, with the accompanying report, will be
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I had not finished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And, without objection, the
resolution offered by the Senator from Maryland is referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations, '
) l\ir. GALLINGER. The resolution shonld be stated from the

esk.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I had the floor and I had not
finished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair begs the pardon of
the Senator from Georgia. The Chair supposed the Senator
had finished.

Mr. BACON. I was proceeding fo say, Mr. President, that
I had no objection at all to these resolutions, but that the com-
mittee would not be limited to the consideration of the par-
ticular features of this subject designated in the resolutions;
that under the proposition to refer this message to the Foreign
Relations Committee the entire subject would be committed
to that committee and would embrace every feature of it which
the committee might think of sufficient importance to investi-
gate and to report upon. :

I want to say simply one thing furither. The Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Rayner] discusses the guestion of the right of
the United States Government to interfere in case this is a sale
to private individoals, and disputes the right of the Govern-
ment of the United Stutes to take any action in the matter if
it shall be found that that purchase is in accordance with the
laws of Mexico.

Well, Mr. President, according to the view I take of it, that
presentation does not cover the matter under consideration.
Of course we have, as a matter of law, no right to interfere
with the laws of any country, and yet we do not hesitate to
interfere with them whenever they are found to be inimieal
to our peace and our safety. There was no law which author-
ized the enunciation of the Monroe doctrine, and yet there was
no law which could at that time have existed in a South
American country which would have prevented our enforce-
ment of the Monroe doctrine. If there had been then a pro-
vision in the constitution of any South American conntry which
permitted the colonization by a Euaropean government of a part
of the territory of that South American country, we would
none the less have ingisted upon the Monroe dectrine, not as
a matter of law but as a matter of national right, to enforce
that which may be deemed to be necessary to the safety of our
Government. It was simply upon the pure basis of the right of
power that we announced the Monroe doctrine; it has never
rested on any other basis, and could not rest on any other basis,

Now, in the same way, when you come to consider the gques-
tion of whether or not the possession of a certain piece of prop-
erty in the territory of Mexico by a private citizen or a sub-
ject of another government would be inimical to our peace it
is simply a question of whether or not we shall so deem it:
and if we do so deem it, we take our position upon it, to be
enforced, if we have the power to enforce it, not because of
the law in the foreign country but because of our innate right
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to take care of ourselves and to do whatever is necessary to
effect that purpose.

Mr. President, nobody will dispute the right of a subject of
a foreign government to acquire territory in the country of
Mexico if the laws of that country permit it. Nobody will dis-
pute that the Government of Mexico has passed a law under
which, under severe penalties, a citizen of that country is pro-
hibited from conveying any part of the territory of that
country to a foreign government; but that does not touch this
question at all,

We are not now dealing with the question as to whether or
not this suggested action by the Senate is necessary or does
accomplish the purpose which the Senator from Maryland denies
it will accomplish. That is a question to be investigated; that
is a question we are proposing to investigate; but the ground
upon which we investigate, the ground upon which we proceed,
is this: That if, when we investigate it, we find that the pos-
session of a great harbor, capable of being made a great naval
base, by the subjects of another country is likely to lead to
complications under which in any developments of the future
a foreign Government might get through that means the pos-
session or control of that property, if we deem it necessary to
our safety to say that foreign subjects shall not have it, we have
just the same right to say it as we said nearly 100 years ago,
that a foreign Government should not colonize any part of this
hemisphere, In either case it is a question of what we deem
necessary for our safety. If we should think it necessary for
our safety to say that the subject of no foreign Government
shall hold any land in any country in South America, we have
no right in law to say it, except the law that every country has
a right to protect itself. It might be a very extreme and a very
unreasonable thing for us to say, and I think it would be a very
foolish thing for us to say, and I have no idea we ever will say
it, but if we said it and had the power to enforce it it would be
just as binding as is the Monroe doctrine now. Of course—

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President——

Mr. BACON. One moment, if the Senator please, and I will
be through. Of course we are never going to say that, but it
is altogether probable, taking each particular case as it comes,
that as to Magdalena Bay we would say that we would not only
not consent that any foreign Government should acquire a naval
base there, but we might go further and say that, situated as that
ig, between the Panama Canal and our western coast, we would
not permit any corporation of any foreign Government to hold it,
because by that means it might ultimately result in an ownership
or control by the foreign Government. If we should see proper
to say that, it would rest on the same authority as the Monrce
doctrine. It depends altogether on whether or not we have the
power to enforce it, and that is the whole of it.

Mr. President, that is not a new position for the United States
Government to take, so far as the possession of a naval base in
cour neighborhood by a foreign power is concerned. The prohi-
bition of such possession of a naval base is not included in the
Monroe doctrine, and yet I think it is a matter about which this
Government would not hesitate to say that, regardless of the
fact that it is not in the Monroe doctrine, we would not sit by
and see any foreign Government take possession of any great
harbor adjoining this country where the establishment of a
naval base would be a menace to this country. That is evi-
denced, Mr, President, by one restraint which we imposed on
Cuba.

I repeat, there is nothing in the Monroe doctrine which denies
to a foreign Government the right to establish a naval base
upon our borders; that is not included in it; and yet when we
came to turn Cuba over to its own people one of our stipula-
tions was that Cuba should not convey to any foreign Govern-
ment any port or harbor which could be used as a naval base
upon the island of Cuba. There is the principle, And in the
game way, Mr. President, that we said that Cuba should not
convey to a foreign Government a port or a harbor in the island
of Cuba, we would say that no foreign Government should ac-
quire a naval base adjoining or so near to us as to be a menace
to us, and when we go that far we can go still further and say
that nothing which will lead to such a resulf will be consented
to by us. Whether this will lead to it is another question alto-
gether, but when you come to the question of whether we have
the right to do it, that is a question of power and a question as
to whether or not we deem it important to our safety that that
power shall be exercised.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I ¢nay say that I consider that
our relations with Cuba are entirely different from our rela-
tions with Mexico. I do not think there is any comparison
between the two; but before the Senator sits down I want to
ask him a question. I know he might answer by saying we do

not care what the nations of the world might do, but all this,
of course, means war and not a peaceful solution——

Mr. BACON. Not at all. It means the prevention of war.

Mr. RAYNER. I do not think it means-the prevention of
war; but I will ask the Senator this question: Suppose we were
to say to-day that no subject of any foreign country should
hold lands in Mexico, what does the Senator think the nations
of the earth would answer to such a proposition?

Mr. BACON. They would think we were very foolish, and
I would think so, too; but then there may be some particular
plece of land in Mexico about which it would not be foolish
for us to take that view.

Mr. RAYNER. I entirely agree with the Senator that if
there is any apprehension of the establishment of a naval hase
upon the part of Japan and if that Government intended to
establish such a base, I would not care for the Monroe doctrine,
It would be a declaration of war, because for what purpose
would Japan want a naval base in Mexico except for purposes
of war? That is not what I am talking about at all; I am
talking about the general proposition; and I will state again
in conclusion that- foreign subjects or citizens of their own
accord, without the sanction of their Government, without any
connection with their Government, without intending to make
any transfer to their Government, have a perfect right under
the laws of Mexico and within the limits of that law, whatever
it may be, to acquire land in Mexico, and, unless there is ap-
prehension of what the Senator thinks may take place, we have
no right under the law of nations to interfere with it. That is
all. I do not intend to go a step further, and it is for that
purpose that I have offered the resolution, so as to find out
what the rights of the United States are in connection with a
matter of this kind whenever it occurs.

Mr. CULLOAM. 1 think the discussion has gone far enough,
and I ask that the pending matter be referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

Mr. GALLINGER. Tet the resolution be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution proposed by
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Ray~Ner] will be read.

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 302), as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Forel Relations be, and it is
hereby, directed to aseertain whether under fl?e laws of Mexico or under
treaty rights allens are permitted to hold and acquire landed property
within her territorial limits, or to obtain concessions of land from the
Government of Mexico, and also what power is conferred by law upon
the Mexican Government to grant exclusive fishery rights upon its
ocean shore or In any of the gulfs or bays adjoining the Mexican coast,
and whether or not such acquisition of property or concessions, if- al-
lowed, encroach upon the Monroe doctrine or are affected by the same,
and what position the United States should assume in reference thereto,
and to report, as early as practicable, the result of its investigation to
the Senate,

Mr. CULLOM. ILet the whole matter be referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Nelations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is so ordered.

Mr. LODGE., The message has already been referred?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL BANKS.

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of Order of Business 614, to which I think there
will be no objection.

The resolntion (8. Res. 265) was read, considered by unani-
mous consent, and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on National Banks be, and it hereby fis,
authorized to employ a clerk at a salary of $2,220 per annum and a
messenger at $1,440 per annum, to be pald from the contingent fund of
the Senate until otherwise provided for by law.

THE CALENDAR—BILLS PASSED OVER.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The calendar is in order under
Rule VIIL

Senate concurrent resolution No. 4, instructing the Attorney
General of the United States to prosecute the Standard 0Oil Co.
and the American Tobacco Co. was announced as the first busi-
ness in order on the calendar.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the concurrent resolution go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will go over.

The bill (8. 2493) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to make an examination of certain claims of the State of Mis-
souri was announced as next in order on the calendar. 2

Mr., GALLINGER. Let the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over.

The bill (8. 1505) for the relief of certain officers on the re-
tired list of the United Sfates Navy was announced as next in
order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let it go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over,

The bill (8. 2151) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to use at his discretion surplus moneys in the Treasury in the
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purchase or redemption of the outstanding interest-bearing obli-
gations of the United States was announced as next in order.

Mr. OVERMAN. Let the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. - It will go over.

The bill (8. 256) affecting the sale and disposal of public or
Indian lands in town sites, and for other purposes, was an-
neunced as next in order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will go over.

The bill (8. 4762) to amend an act approved February 6,
1905, entitled “An act to amend an act approved July I, 1902,
entitled ‘An act temporarily to provide for the administration
of the affairs of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and
for other purposes,’ and fo amend an act approved Mareh 8,
1902, entitled ‘An aet temporarily to provide revenue for the
Philippine Islands, and for other purposes,’ and to amend an act
approved March 2, 1903, entitled ‘An act to establish a standard
of value and to provide for a coinage system in the Philippine
Islands,’ and to provide for the more efficient administration of
eivil government in the Philippine Islands, and for other pur-
poses,” was announced as next in order,

Mr. OVERMAN. Let the bill go over. ;

The VICE PRESIDENT. Tt will go over.

LLOYD L. R. KREBS,

The bill (8. 1337) authorizing the President to neminate and,
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, appoing
Lloyd L. . Krebs, late a eaptain in the Medical Corps of ihe
United States Army, a major in the Medical Corps on the re-
tired list, and inereasing the retired list by one for the purposes
of this act was announced as next in order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Formerly I objected to the bill, but I
have been examining the report this morning. The bill is rec-
ommended by the War Department, and I see no valid objection
to it.

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-

dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, .

and passed.
BILLS PASSED OVER.

The bill (8. 459) to adjust and settle the claims of the loyal
Shawnee and loyal Absentee Shawnee Tribes of Indians was
announced as next in order.

Mr. LODGE. Let the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over.

The bill (8. 3) to cooperate with the States in encouraging
instruction in agriculture, the trades, and indusiries and home
economics in secondary schools; in maintaining instruetion in
these vocational subjeets in State normal sehools; in maintain-
ing extension departments in State colleges of agriculture and

mechanie arts; and to appropriate money and regulate its ex- |

penditure was announced as next in order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let it go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over.

The bill (8. 5076) to promote instruction in forestry in States
and Terrifories which contain national forests was anneunced
as next in order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Tet it go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over.

The bill (8. 2234) to provide for a primary nominating elee- |

tion in the District of Columbia, at which the gualified eleetors
of the said Distriet shall have the opportunity to vote for their

first and second choice among those aspiring to be candidates of |

their respective political parties for President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to elect their party delegates to their
national conventions, and to elect their national committeemen,
was announced as next in order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over.

The bill (8. 2051) to promote the efficiency of the Life-Saving |

Service was announced as next in erder.
Mr. OVERMAN. Let it go over. I want to read the bill,
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over. .

DEPOT FOR SIXTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.
The bill (8. 4476) to provide for the purchase of site and con-

struction of wharf and buildings and fthe necessary equipment |

for a depot for the sixth lighthouse distriet was announced as
next in order, and the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole,
proceeded to its consideration.

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce
with amendments, in line 4, after the word “ site,” to insert

 “and to,” and in line 5, after the word “equipment,” to insert
| * so far as funds may permit,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Seeretary of Commerce and Labor be, and
he is hereby, authorized to purchase a site and to construet a wharf
and buildings and purchase the necessary equipment, so far as funds

may permit, for a depot for the sixth lighthouse district, at a cost not
to exceed $1235,000,

The amendments ware agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

ARMY POST AT FORT OGLETHORFE.

The bill (H. R. 17029) authorizing the Secretary of War to
convert the regimental Army post at Fort Oglethorpe into a
brigade post was announced as next in order.

Mr. WARREN. Let the bill go over.

Mr. LEA. This bill has been on the ealendar a long time, and
I move to take it up, notwithstanding the ebjeetion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Fennessee that the bill be taken up
notwithstanding the objeetion.

Mr, SMOOT and Mr. WARREN called for the yeas and nays,
and they were ordered.

Mr. OLIVER (when Mr. BRANDEGEE'S name was called). The
Senator from Connecticut requested me to state that he is de-
tained from the Senate upon ecommittee service.

Mr, DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I withhold
my vote because of my pair with the senior Senator from South
€Carolina [Mr., TinLMAN].

Mr: HEYBURN (when his name was called). I would ask if
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BaAxgaeap] has voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has nof.

Mr. HEYBURN. I am paired with that Senator.

Mr, SHIVELY {when Mr. Kern's name was called). I wish
to announce that my colleague [Mr. KerN] is necessarily absent
| from the Senate on important business. I wish this announce-
| ment to stand for the day.

Mr. OWEN (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
| to. the Senator from Florida [Mr. Bryax] and will vote. I
mte “ }'eﬂ.".

Mr. PAYNTER (when his name was called). I have a gen-
| eral pair with the Senator from Colorado [Mr. GuecENHEIM]
| and therefore withheld my vote.
| Mr. TOWNSEND: (when the name of Mr. SmiTH of Michigan
| was called). The senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. SyiTH]
' {s absent on the business of the Senate.
| Mr. OVERMAN (when Mr. THORNTON'S name was called). I
' have been requested to announce that both the junior and the
senfor Senators from Louisiana are necessarily absent on the
business of the Senate.

Mr. WATSON (when bis name wasg called). T have a general
pair with the senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Briecs]
which I transfer to the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr.
| Kern} and I will vote. I vote “yea.”

Mp. WILLIAMS (when his name was ealled). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Prxrosk],
which I transfer to the senior Senater from Virginia [Mr. Magr-
Tiv] and will vote. I vote “yea.” 3

The roll eall was econcluded.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I bave a general pair with the
| Senator from Missouri [Mr. Stone]. I transfer it to the Sen-
| ator from Illinois [Mr. Lormver] and will vete. I vote “nay.”

“Mr, McCUMBER. I have a general pair with the senior Sen-
| ator from Missigsippi [Mr. Percy]. I transfer the pair fo the
. Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Nerson] and will vote. I vote
i i na '!l
| Mi. CHILTON. T have a pair with the Senator from Illinois
| [Mr. Cuirom]l. T do not know whether he has voted or not.
The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not.
Mr. CHILTON. I withhold my vote, then.
| Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I wish to state that my ecolleague

[Mr. BourxE] is detained from the Senate on its business.
| Mr. HEYBURN. I stand paired with the senior Senator from
Alabama [Mr. BANkHEAD]. T transfer the pair to the senior
| Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BrRanDEceEE] and will vote. I
- vote “nay.” _

Mr. SMITH of Maryland. T notice that the junior Senator
| from New Hampshire [Mr. Bursaasm ], with whom I am paired,
| is absent. I transfer the pair to the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. Davis].

Mr. JONES. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.

| PoINDEXTER] is unavoidably absent.
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Mr. GALLINGER. I have been requested to announce that
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BurroxN] is paired with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER].

The result was announced—yeas 27, nays 28, as follows:

YEAS—27.
Ashurst Gore Owen Smith, Ga.
Bacon Hiteheock Pomerene Smith, Md.
Borah Lea Rayner S8mith, 8. C.
Chamberlaln Martine, N. J. Sanders * Swanson
Clapp Myers Shively Watson
Clarke, Ark. O'Gorman Simmons Williams
Culberson Overman Smith, Ariz.

NAYS—28
Bradley Cummins Lippitt Richardson
Bristow du Pont Lodge Root
Brown Fall McCumber Smoot
Catron Gallinger Nlxon Sutherland
Clark, Wyo. Gronna Oliver Townsend
Crane Heybarn Page Warren
Crawford ones Perkins Wetmore

NOT VOTING—40.

Balleg Curtis Johnston, Ala. Penrose
Bankhead Davis Kenyon Percy
Bourne Dillingham Kern Poindexter
Brandegee Dixon La Follette Reed
Briggs Fletcher Lorimer Bmith, Mich.
Bryan Foster McLean Stephenson
Burnham Gamble Martin, Va. Btone
Barton Gardner Nelson Thornton
Chilton Guggenheim Newlands Tillman
Cullom Johnson, Me. Paynter Works

So Mr. LeEA’s motion was rejected.

THE METAL SCHEDULE.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar-
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business,
House bill 18642, y
- The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-

sideration of the bill (H. R. 18642) to amend an act entitled
“An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the
industries of the United States, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved August 5, 1009.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Siarmons] is entitled to the floor.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, yesterday when speaking of
the statement made by Mr. Schwab, president of the Bethlehem
Steel Works, before the Committee on Finanee, I stated that in
response to certain questions propounded by the Senator from
Mississippl [Mr. Wirrrams], Mr. Schwab had then contended
that 33} per cent of the total cost of the products of iron and
steel was labor, and that the labor cost in this country is twice
as high as in Europe, and that the labor cost in Eurepe is about
16 per cent of the total cost of production, while here it is 33}
per cent,

Last August, when Mr. Schwab was examined under oath
with reference to this matter in the investigation of the United
States Steel Corporation, then pending before the committee of
the House of Representatives, he made an entirely different and
apparently contradictory statement. He then stated:

The cost of labor per man In the United States is almost double what
it {s in England—a little more. * * * T think the cost per ton
in the United States is as cheap as it Is abroad, notwithstanding the
fact. * * * I think the reason for that is because we manufacture
in such large quantities. We manufacture under the economic con-
ditions that I spake of, and our tonnages are so great.

Mr. President, the only way in which we can reconcile this
sworn statement of Mr. Schwab made last Avgust with the
statement before the Committee on Finance, which I have
heretofore quoted and discussed, is that when he said before
the Committee on Finance that the cost here was twice what
it is abroad he did not mean the cost per ton, but he meant
that the per diem wages paid here are twice what they are
abroad.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Caro-
lina yield?

Mr. SIMMONS. T do.

Mr. SMOOT, The only disagreement last night between the
Senator and myself was this: I stated that Mr. Schwab’s testi-
mony was to the effect that the labor cost in this country was a
third In the manufacture of heavy steel. The Senator from
Towa [Mr. CummiNs] took exceptions to that statement and
also, I think, the Senator from North Carolina.

I want to eall the attention of the Senator to just what Mr.
Schwab stated, and it was upon the testimony given by Mr.
Schwab that I made the statement. The Senator from Idaho
[Mr. HEYBURN] asked:

Senator HeyerrN., What percentage of the cost of structural steel is
wages?

That follows questions which had been asked by the Senator
from Migsissippi [Mr. WicLrams]. Mr. Schwab answered in
this way:

Mr. ScHWAB. About one-third in all the heavy steel.
per cent of the entire cost is labor,

In relation to the 161 per cent the Senator spoke of, this is
what I asked Mr. Schwab when he was before the commitiee:

Senator Saroor. Or, in other words, if every other item of expense at-
tached to the manufacture of steel was equal with every other country
then 163 per cent would be necessary fo protect you against the actual
labor cost

Mr. ScHWAB, Exactly so.

That is what I stated last night, and I stated it from the
testimony of Mr. Schwab. 2

Mr., SIMMONS. Mr. President, we will get at that later,
when I will discuss this question from the standpoint of what
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Syoor] claims Mr. Schwab meant
in the statement in reference to the proportion of labor cost. I
will attempt to show that the difference in the labor cost upon
the coarser and bulky articles, even as high as he claims that
Mr. Schwab puts if, is covered by the duties provided in this
bill; and if the labor cost of the higher and more costly articles
is a third or a half higher, or even twice as high, the duties
placed on those articles will substantially cover the difference,
if any, here and abroad, even if that difference is as great as is
contended.

Mr. President, on yesterday, when I was interrupted, I was
contending that Mr. Schwab, in fixing the labor cost of iron
and steel at 33} per cent in this country, was speaking about
the indusiry at large.

Proceeding upon that assumption, I was undertaking to show
that if that were true the cost in Europe was only 16 per cent,
and that this bill, which carries an average ad valorem of about
221 .per cent, covered the difference and left a margin for the
benefit of the manufacturers of something over 63 per cent. -

The other side, I think, anticipating that conclusion, inter-
rupted me and insisted that Mr. Schwab, in giving 33% per
cent as the cost in this country, was not referring to the iron
and steel industry as a whole, but that he was only speaking
with reference to the bulkier and heavier products of iron and
steel,

Mr, President, while I do not think Mr. Schwab’s testimony
bears out that contention, for the purpose of the argument that
I propose to make this morning I am going to assume that that
is a correct interpretation of Mr. Schwab's testimony upon this
question, and that when he said the labor cost of producing steel
and iron in this country was 33} per cent of the total cost he
meant only the heavier and bulkier articles, such as are pro-
duced by the Bethlehem Steel Works and by the United States
Steel Corporation. If that be true, then, Mr. President, the
difference between the labor cost of these heavy products in
this country and in Europe is, according to Mr. Schwab, 16
per cent.

I have caused various products of the United States Steel
Corporation—and 1 assume the Bethlehem corporation makes
about the same things—to be enumerated and the ad valorem
rate of duty imposed under this bill calculated by an expert in
the Treasury Depariment.

I will not read the various items, but I am satisfied from the
information he has given me that. they practically cover the
things produced by the United States Steel Corporation and, in
the main, those produced by the Bethlehem corporation.

Taking all these items together, those on the free list as well
as on the dutiable list in the House bill, the average rate of
duty earried is 13 per cent. Eliminating the things on the free
list and taking only those on the dutiable list, the average rate
upon these particular artieles is 15.61 per cent, or, according to
Mr. Schwab’s own testimony, this bill carries a rate within a
fraction of 1 per cent of the alleged difference between the cost
of producing these articles here and abroad.

But, Mr, President, I shall contend that Mr. Schwab, in esti-
mating 834 per cent as the labor cost of these bulkier products,
is far too high, and that, in fact, the average labor cost of these
products in this country is not much more than half as much as
Mr, Schwab claims it is.

I' have here the minority report of the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House. Attached to that report, which is
signed first by Mr. SereNo K. PAYnE, of New York, there is a
table: I

Table 1. Census statistics of manufactures in the United States,
grou in conformity with the schedules, tariff law of 1807, including
articles classified under section 6 and the free list,

This is taken from the report of the census made of manu-
factures for the calendar year 1004. I have had the same
Treasury expert examine this table and calculate the labor cost

From 30 to 35
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as shown by it of the various bulky and heavy and coarser
articles known to be produced at the Bethlehem Steel Works
and by the United States Steel Corporation. I will not read
his statement, except to give the result. It shows that in the
manufacture of these products in the calendar year 1904 there
were employed 266,192 wage earners, that the wages paid were
$153,061,151, and that the value of the products was $960,-
893.279. So we have here the total value of the things produced
and the total amount of wages paid in their produection, leaving
no chance for a misunderstanding as to the labor cost, if the
ficures as to wages and production are true, and leaving it a
mere matter of mathematical caleculation.

Now, taking those figures, the expert advises me, as will be
seen, that the average labor cost of these articles amounted to
15.9 per cent. So, as against Mr. Schwab’s contention that the
labor cost of these bulkier articles in this country is 383% per
cent of the total cost, we have the findings of the Census Bu-
reau, based upon the actual amount of wages paid and the
actual output for the year 1904, showing that the actual pro-
portion of the labor cost to the product is only 15.9 per cent,
or about 16 per cent.

In other words, Mr. President, it shows the labor cost here
is about the same as Mr. Schwab says it is in Europe.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. SIMMONS. Just let me finish this statement. Taking
these figures as representing the true Iabor costs of these
heavier products, taking the contention that the labor price in
Europe is only one-half what it is here to be true, then, instead
of the difference in the labor cost here and abroad being 16
per cent, as contended, it will only be 8 per cent; and the pres-
ent bill, earrying an average ad valorem, as I have just shown,
upon these bulkier articles of something over 15 per cent, not
only covers the difference in labor costs, but covers the total
labor cost in this country and is more than twice as much as
lt.lhe labor cost in Europe. assuming that to be half what it is

ere,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Caro-
lina yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator ought to consider that the
census report he has just quoted from does not take into con-
sideration the labor of the different intermediary processes of
manufacture. In other words, let me explain it in this way:
If ore is taken and transferred into pig iron, that is one process
and the labor in that is computed. The Census Bureau will
report the pig iron as being transferred into billets or into
steel rails, and do not take into consideration the labor that was
put into the process from converting the ore into pig iron, but
they, only take into consideration the amount of labor required
to make the pig iron into rails.

It is just the same, Mr. President, as we find in the manu-
facture of woolen goods and cotton goods. That same thing
transpires in nearly every one of the reports that are given in
the Statistical Abstract.

Mr, SIMMONS. The Senator is now making a speech. I do
not care to yield for the purpose of making a speech, But let
me ask the Senator this question: Does the Senator deny that
the census figures I have given represent the percentage of labor
cost of converting raw material into the finished products?

Mr. SMOOT. The figures the Senator quoted would show the
cost of the conversion as something like 15 per cent from, as he
said, the raw material to the finished product of all manufac-
tures of steel and iron. The Senator must know that upon its
very face that can not be so, because the ore itself is of little
;‘alueqindeed, and what makes the increased value if it is not

abor?

Mr. SIMMONS. On the very face of it, Mr. President, it is
80. The Senator is making this sort of an argument, that if a
material has to go through one, two, three, or four different
processes before it reaches the final state of completion, in
fixing the duty we ought to consider the labor cost at every
stage.

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly,

Mr, SIMMONS. And I contend, when we are talking about
the labor cost in fixing duties, we want the labor cost of con-
version. g

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. SIMMONS. The labor cost of the process below that is
provided for by another duty, and the process below that is
provided for by still another duty, and so on; so that, to use
the language of the Senator from Mississippl [Mr. WrirLrraas]
in reply to Mr. Schwab before the Finance Committee, *each
manipulator gets his nib.”

Mr. SMOOT and Mr. OLIVER addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Caro-
lina yield to one of the Senators, and to whom?

Mr. SIMMONS. I am in a colloquy with the Senator from
Utab, and therefore yield to him. y

Mr. SMOOT. I merely suggest this example to the Senator
from North Carolina, to show that 15 per cent certainly does
not represent the labor cost from ore to the finished product.

Mr. SIMMONS. Ijow, Mr. President——

Mr. SMOOT. Take the ore that is worth a dollar a ton, and
15 per cent on a dollar is 15 cents. The Senator from North
Carolina does not want the Senate to believe that 15 cents is
the labor cost from the ore to the highest class of finished
products, which in many cases amount to 80 per cent labor.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, we had yesterday here a
very fine illustration of the fallacy of the position taken by the
Senator from Utah. The Senator from Towa [Mr. CuMaiINs],
in one of his interruptions yesterday, brought out the fact that
the cost of converting pig iron into ingots or pig iron into steel
rails was about $1.80. The Senator brought out the further
fact that there was added to the product by this process of
conversion $14 of value, so that the cost of labor in that process
of conversion was $1.80 and the added value $14, or about 12 or
13 per cent of the cost of conversion was labor.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, does the Senator from North
Carolina mean to say that he could take iron ore and convert
it into steel rails for a dollar and eighty cents a ton?

Mr. SIMMONS. T said that that was the statement of the
Senator from Iowa yesterday.

Mr. SMOOT. If that is the case—

Mr., SIMMONS. That the cost of converting pig iron—not
iron ore, but pig iron—into steel rails was $1.80, and that the
added value by reason of that process of conversion was §14.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr, President, before the Senator from Utah
replies to the Senator from North Carolina, may I restate pre-
cisely what I endeavored to state on yesterday?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Caro-
line yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SIMMONS. I shall be glad to have the Senator from
Towa do that.

Mr. CUMMINS. I think I said the cost would be about $1.80.
The exact amount is $1.86. .

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator state what it is for?

Mr. CUMMINS. I will. The Commissioner of Corporations,
in examining the cost of 51,902,609 tons of Bessemer iron, states
that the cost of converting the ore into pig is 77 cents per ton;
the cost of converting 9,573,539 tons of basic iron into pig is 62
cents per ton; the cost of eonverting 5,339,766 tons of southern
pig from the ore into pig is $1.23 per ton.

Mr, SMOOT. I can not follow the SRenator with the figares I
have,

Mr. CUMMINS. I will give the Senator the figures in a min-
ute. The labor of converting it from pig into ingots is 61 cents.

Mr. STONE. That is, the southern pig.

Mr. CUMMINS. No;: it is 61 cents for converting it into
Bessemer ingots and billets; and for the open-hearth or basie
ingots, 24 cents. If the Senator will then turn to another table
which gives the cost of producing Bessemer rails from steel
ingots, which is $1.25 per ton, he will find that the total from
pig iron to steel rails is $1.86 a ton. Taking the iron from the
pig to the steel rails—

Mr. OLIVER. From pig to steel rails?

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes. I think I said yesterday—and I be-
lieve that was correct—from pig to steel rails.

Mr. SMOOT. That is what the Senator said yesterday; but
th?l Senator from North Carolina eaid it was from ore to steel
rails.

Mr. SIMMONS. No; I did not say from ore. I said that I
understood the Senator from Iowa to say yesterday that it was
from pig to ingots, or from pig to steel rails.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. He =aid yesterday that it was from
pig to ingots.

]ibiir. SIMMONS. Yes; from pig to ingots or from pig to steel
rails,

Mr. SMOOT. That is an entirely different proposition.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is what the Senator from Iowa said.
I read it here this morning, and I do not think I am mistaken
about it.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from North Carolina is sub-
stantially right. Taking pig iron as a basis, the cost of convert-
ing it into an ingot for the purpose of making rails is 61 cents
per ton for the regular Bessemer ingots. The cost of converting
the ingot into the rail is $1.25 a ton, making a total of $1.86 a
ton for the conversion from the pig into the steel rail,
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Mr. SIMMONS. And that is about 12 or 13 per cent of the
added value.

Mr., CUMMINS. I think that depends upon what you take as
added value. If you take pig iron at $14 a ton——

Mr. SIMMONS. I was taking the Senator's statement on
yesterday.

Mr. CUMMINS. Taking pig iron at $14 a ton and steel rails
at $28 a ton it is abont 12 per cent.

Mr. OLIVER. I should like to ask the Senator from JTowa a
question, with the permission of the Senator from North
QCarelina.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Caro-
lina yield to the Senator from Peunsylvania for that purpose?

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. OLIVER. As I understand, the Senator from Towa takes
the labor cost by adding the labor cost of the manufacture of
pig iron, the labor cost of converting pig iron inte ingots
and the ingots into rails, producing that result, at something
like $1.86.

Mr. CUMMINS. At $1.86.

Mr., OLIVER. Mr. President, to assume that that is the
labor cost of a ton of steel rails shows how little knowledge the
Senators who are juggling with these figures have of the real
process of manufacture. They ignore the fact that a ton of
pig iron does not produce a ton of steel rails; they ignore the
important fact of waste, for instance. In the Bessemer process
it takes a ton and a guarter of pig iron to produce a ton of
ingots; it takes about 11y tons of ingots to produce a ton of
steel rails. There is continual waste in each process, and in
figuring up the labor cost you have to figure first the labor cost
of producing a ton of pig iron from the ore, then add to it the
labor cost, say, of converting a ton and a guarter of pig iren
into ingots, and then add to that the cost of a ton and one-
tenth of ingots into rails, and so on. All these things must
be considered in estimating the labor cost, and in arriving
at the labor cost of any article yon have to consider the accumu-
lation of cost of everything, every process through which the
article has passed from the time it-left the earth until it
reaches the consumer. The Senator from North Carolina says
that each one is compensated by a separate duty, but the last
duty is the accumulation of all previous duties,

Ar. SIMMONS. Let me ask the Senator a question. In dis-
cussing the labor cost with the view to fixing duties by the
standard of measuring the difference between the labor cost
here and abroad

Mr. OLIVER. Plus n reasonable profit.

Mr. SIMMONS. Well, we will leave that out for the present.

Mr. OLIVER. I do not leave it out.

Mr., SIMMONS. Measuoring the difference between the labor
cost here and abroad for the article, we want to ascertain the
cost of the process of conversion in the factory of the article
upon which the duty is Jaid. For the purpose of fixing the duty
according to that basis—accerding to the Republican basis,
which I do not agree to—measuring the difference between the
labor cost here nund abroad, I maintain that you only need to
take into consideration the cost of making the product upon
which the duty is imposed.

Mr, OLIVER. Does the Senator wish me to reply to that?

Mr., SIMMONS. Yes

Mr. OLIVER, Then I will reply that yon want to estimate
the cost of every hour of labor that is put upon any article
within the boundaries of the United States of America—that is,
the labor cost of any article—and you might just as well say
that in estimating the labor cost of this penknife whieh I hold
in my hand you only have to estimate the cost of the last
work done upon it.

Mr. SIMMONS. All I desire to say about that is, while the
Senator may be technically correet, he is not correct——

Mr. OLIVER. I am practically correet.

Mr. SIMMONS. He is not correct for the purpose for which
we are trying to ascertain what the labor cost is and what the
difference in that Jabor coest here and abroad is.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. Whatever conclusions the Senator frem
Pennsylvania may draw from the statistics on this subject, I
think upon reflection he will be inclined to withdraw his charge
that I, at least, have juggled with any figures.

Mr. OLIVER. Oh, T did not intend to intimate that the
Senator had intentionally juggled with figures, and if T used
the term * jucgled ™ it was not in any offensive sense.

Alr. CUMMINS. T am sure of that, and 1 wanted to give the
Senator an opportunity to make the REecoep clear upon that

point.

Mr. OLIVER. Ob, yes.

Mr. CUMMINS. I may not agree with all of the conclusions
drawn by the Senator from North Carolina, but I want the
Senate to remember, and especially the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania to remember, that I gave simply the labor or the wage
cost of converting pig iron, first into ingots, and then from
ingots to steel rails; and that cost, according to the most ap-
proved information we can get, is $1.86.

Now, there is a broad sense in which all value is given to an
article by labor. If we could conceive of a world uninhabited,
but stored with the resources of which we are now the pos-
sessors, it would be quite true to say fhat the world was of
no value whatsoever and would continue to be valueless until
man put some labor upon something in it and produced some-
thing that some other man wanted to buy: but in all that I
have said I want it to be clearly understood that I am giving
the figures with regard to what was actually paid to the men
who work with their hands in converting one article into an-
other. I shall show presently that the cost of the materials—
an item which I know is in the minds of the Senator from Utah
and the Senator from Pennsylvania—I shall show that the ma-
terials which go to make up a ton of pig iron cost the pro-
ducer of this country much less than they cost the producer in
England or in Germany, and that therefore we ought to start
with a credit rather than with a debit in ascertaining what the
duties ought to be upon those articles which follow pig iron in
production.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator from Iowa means a debit on
acconnt of the lower cost of materials in this country. I agree
with him. The cost of materials is less here. But I have not
gone into that, and for lack of time I will not go into that now.
1 shall probably wish to take that up later:

Mr. CUMMINS. Simply becaunse England imports iron ore,
50 per cent of her iron ore from Spain,

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator is right about that.

Mr. CUMMINS. And she pays a great deal more per ton
for that iron ore, which is no richer than 30 per cent, than it
costs any producer to buy 50 per cent iron ore at the lake ports
in America.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PouMeEreRE in the chair).
Does the Senafor from North Carolina yield to the Senator
from Utah?

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield for a brief statement, but I desire
to go on with my speech.

Mr. SMOOT. I merely desire to make a short statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Chair understand
the Senafor from North Carolina to yield?

Mr., SIMMONS., Yes; for a brief statement.

Mr. SMOOT., In answer to the Senator from Iowa, I want
to call his attention fo the tariff hearings of 1909 in the House
of Representatives, at which Herbert Knox Smith filed his re-
port on standard rails. It is found on page 1765 of the House
hearings. He reports the cost items of rails for the five years
from 1902 to 1906, I will read from his report:

Cost {tems.
Bessemer pig iron $14.52
Waete 1. 95
Cost pig iron in rails 16. 47

Tons produced, 14,020,303.

That is not iron ore; it is pig iron, and the total cost of pig
iron in railg is $16.47. Now, he goes on and estimates the cost
of making steel rails. By his report the steel rails cost $22.23 a
ton, and these are the items of cost:
Cost plg iron in ralls

Labor 28
Manganese, etc =30 ]
Fuel .35
Steam —. .62
Molds I5
Rolls AT
Materials in repairs and maintenance__ .42
Bupplies and tools e 27
Miscellaneons and general works expense .51
General expense .14
Depreciation _- .16

Total cost 22.23

Mr, President, in this report, giving the figures from 1902 to
1006, the labor cost is placed at $1.98 and the operating ex-
penges at $2.79, and in operating expenses there is not an item
included which does not represent labor,

Mr. CUMMINS. Well, Mr. President, I shall examine all
those tables later, but my friend from Utah seems to assume——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield. I am very much delighted at this
controversy between the Senator from Utah and the Senator
from Iowa.
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Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from Utah seems to assume
that the manufacturer abroad has no wastage—

Mr. SMOOT. Not at all.

Mr. CUMMINS. That he has no other expenses, and that he
is able to make a ton of steel rails out of a ton of pig iron. Now,
I suppose a ton of pig iron in England will go as far toward
making a ton of steel rails as it will in America; and if it is
the idea of the Senator from Utah that the Republican Party
proposes to lay a duty upon steel rails in order to compensate
the American manufacturer for the waste or the diminution
which occurs in these processes, he is carrying the docirine to
an extent I never heard it applied before.

Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President——

Mr. CUMMINS. I had assumed also that there is depreciation
in property abroad and that there are other expenses abroad,
just as there are here, and I have thought that our doctrine—his
doctrine and mine—simply required us to put a duty upon the
article that would measure the difference between the cost of
doing these things abroad and at home.

Mr. SMOOT. Waell, Mr. President, the Senator——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield further?

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield, Mr. President.

Mr, SMOOT. The Senator certainly does not mean to say
that I quoted these fizures to prove that there was no waste or
depreciation in foreign countries. I simply answered the Sen-
atgr, because he said that the labor in producing steel rails
from the ore to the finished product was $1.86. - I say that the
report of Herbert Knox Smith does not prove that. 'The report
is here in print; I have it; no doubt the Senator has read it;
and if he has not, he can ﬁn(l it here. It has been rmbllshed,
and the report says from pig iron to rails the labor cost is $1.98.

Mr. CUMMINS. I understand that.

Mr. SMCOT. And, Mr. President, so far as depreciation is
concerned, I should like to ask the Senator if he does not recog-
nize the fact, in connection with the question of depreciation,
that if there is 18 per cent depreciation in a plant that cost
$150,000 in this country and the same percentage of deprecia-
tion in a plant in a foreign counfry that cost $100,000, there is
a difference that should be made up to the American manu-
facturer so far as depreciation is concerned.

Mr. CUMMINS, The depreciation might be much greater
abroad than at home, and it might be much less,

Mr. SMOOT. But does not the Senator recognize the fact
that if it is exactly the same, if it is 16 per cent in a foreign
country and 16 per cent in this country, and the factory costs
more in this country than it costs abroad, there is a difference
in depreciation that has got to be made up"

Mr. CUMMINS. In so far as I am concerned, “Mr. President,
I refuse to consider the matter of depreciation in discussing
the question of wages or of labor. The depreciation belongs to
the reward of capital, and that comes under an entirely differ-
ent phase of this subject. I will give some attention to the
matter of eapital when I come to discuss the whole subject.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I think I ought not to be
required to yield any further to this controversy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Caro-
lina refuses to yield further.

My, SMOOT. I only desire to refer briefly to one item.

Mr. SIMMONS. I will yield to the Senator briefly.

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to speak of one other item, and that is
this: Included in the operating expenses, Herbert Knox Smith
says the cost of steam is 62 cents. Steam requires labor to
make it, and it is stated in the report that, including labor,
the steam item amounted to 62 cents. That is a part of the
labor cost just as much as the work of the man who takes the
hot ore and carries it from one place to another.

Mr., SIMMONS. Mr. President, I have been very much edi-
fled and very much gratified at this controversy between the two
schools of tariff thought represented upon the other side of
the Chamber, and I have been glad to yield a part of my time
in order that they might fight out this controversy between
themselves; but, after all that has been said in the course of
these interruptions, my proposition remains true, that, accord-
ing to the only authentic official report that we have upon this
question, the labor cost of producing the articles made by the
Steel Corporation and by the Bethlehem Co., known in the
trade as the heavier and bulkier products of iron and steel, is
only about 15} per cent of the total cost of production. This
biil levies average duties of about 15 per cent upon these very
products, not a general ad valorem but an average ad valorem
upon these speecific products shown by these Government repnrts
to represent only about 154 per cent of Iabor.

So that from the standpoint of difference in labor cost here
and abroad, according to the contention of Mr. Schwab—and

his contention was the same as that of nearly every witness
who came before the Finance Committee—according to that
contention the bill provides for twice as much duty as the differ-
ence between the labor cost of these products here and in
competing countries abroad, and from that standpoint there is
no just cause of complaint on the part of the manufacturers of
these products in this country.
LABOR COST OF FINER PRODUCTS.

But, Mr. President, it was contended yesterday, and it has
been contended all along in the House and in the hearings,
that there are certain finer products of steel in which the
element of labor cost enters more largely. I think most of the
witnesses claimed that the labor cost of such products is about
50 per cent of the total cost. Some of them, I believe, went
as high as 60 per cent, and I think, speaking as to one par-
ticular product, it was stated before the committee that the
labor cost represented 80 per cent.

I have caused to be taken, because I think it very important
in connection with this discussion, the various products in this
bill in which the element of labor seems to be very high in
proportion to the total cost, and I have had made estimates of
the labor cost according to these Government publications, and
I have compared them with the duties carried in this bill upon
those articles, and I think I shall be able to show the Senate
that in every case the duties carried in this bill more than
measure the difference between the cost of labor here and
abroad, even conceding, which I do not, and which no Democrat
does, that the labor cost abroad is one-half less than it is
here,

Let us take cutlery. I think it is one of the articles men-
tioned by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER]
yvesterday as carrying a very high percentage of labor cost. The
labor cost in that industry is high as compared with that of
many other articles covered by the bill.

According to the census of manufactures taken in 1905, cov-
ering the calendar year 1904, the wages paid in the cutlery in-
dustry in this country in that year amounted, in round numbers,
to $7,000,000, and the value of the product, in round numbers,
$18,000,000; the labor cost about 38 per cent. Now, Mr. Presi-
dent, the House bill carries upon cutlery an average duty of
31.25 per cent. If the labor cost abroad is only one-half what
it is here, and the labor cost here is 38 per cent, then the differ-
ence in labor cost here and abroad is 19 per cent. So the House
bill, earrying 31 per cent, carries about 12 per cent in excess of
the difference between labor cost here and abroad.

Another article which it is claimed is made at a high per cent
of labor cost is files. I find that in 1904 the wages paid in this
industry amounted to $1,500,000; value of products, $4,391,000;
percentage of labor to total cost, 34.50 per cent.

An examination of the House bill shows that the duty upon
files carried by that measure is 25 per cent. Allowing for the
difference claimed between wages here and abroad, putting the
wages at 34 per cent and the wages abroad at half of that, 17
per cent, the House bill carries in excess of the alleged differ-
ence in the labor cost § per cent,

Another one of the items of relative high labor cost is
screws. The entire wages paid labor was half a million and
the product a little over two million. The percentage of la-
bor cost was 26. The House bill carries a duty of 25 per cent
on screws, so that it carries 12 per cent more than the amount
which it is claimed would measure the difference between the
labor cost here and abroad upon the basis of its being twice
as high here as in Europe.

Saws—another item in which the labor cost is high. The
wages paid in 1904 was $2,700,000; value of product, $9,800,000 ;
percentage of labor cost, 27.58, one-ha.lf of that amount repre-
senting, as it is claimed, the difference between labor cost here
and abroad—13.79, or abnut 14 per cent. The duty under the
House bill is 12 per cent, go in that particular instance the duty
would not cover the alleged difference.

Firearms—the manufacture of pistols, antomatiec and other-
wise, and all kinds of guns.

The amount of wages paid in this industry, according to the
Government report to which I have referred, in 1904 was $3,-
722,000; value of product, $8,275,000; labor cost, 45 per cent.
One-half of that amount, representing as claimed the difference
between the labor cost here and abroad, would be 223 per cent,
The House bill carries upon firearms a duty of 35 per cent, or a_
duty in excess of the alleged difference in the cost of production
here and abroad of 124 per cent.

Watches—As I recollect it, there were but few, if any, items
in the bill where it was claimed before tha committee that the
labor cost was higher than in making watches and articles of
watch movements, According to thig report the Iabor cost,
without giving the other figures, is 40 per cent; one-half of
that would be 20 per cent. The bill carries 30 per cent, or 10
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per cent in excess of the alleged difference in the labor cost here
and abroad.

Clocks. Labor cost according to this report is 40 per cent.
One-half to represent the difference in labor cost here and
abroad would be 20 per cent. The bill carries 30 per cent, or
10 per cent in excess of the alleged difference in labor cost here
and abroad.

Tools. I believe there were more witnesses examined before
the committee with reference to this schedule embracing tools
than any other. Their complaint was most strenuous, because
they claimed a large percentage of cost of labor, and that unless
we retained the present duties that industry would be destroyed
because of the lesser cost abroad.

The wages paid in that industry in the year I have bheen
speaking about was $6,000,000; output, $20,000,000; per cent of
labor, 30; one-half of that would be 15. The House bill carries
25 per cent, or 10 per cent more than the alleged difference be-
tween the labor cost here and abroad.

Mr. President, I do not believe that the difference in labor
cost is near so important in determining competition as the ad-
vocates of protection would have us believe.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PouereNE in the chair)
Does the Senator from North Carolina yield to the Senator from
Iowa?

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. I simply wanted to be sure that T under
stood the Senator from North Carolina. He has just referred
to steel tools. I assume he means machine tools.

Mr. . SIMMONS. No; it is tools generally, not elsewhere
specified. I was not able to get the figures as to machine
tools.

Mr. CUMMINS. I thought possibly the Senator was referring
to the complaint made by the manufacturers all over the coun-
try as to machine tools.

Mr. SIMMONS. I was not. .

Mr. CUMMINS. Under the bill he is now discussing they are
put upon the free list.

Mr. SIMMONS. I was not discussing those. They come in
under the general clause providing duties on articles not pro-
vided for specifically.

We are exporting some of these preducts in large quantities,
Take, for instance, saws. We exported and sold abread in
competition with the world last year about $9,000,000 worth of
SAWS.

We sold abroad last year in competition with the world $G,-
500,000 worth of tools. We sold abroad last year in competition
with the world nearly $2,500,000 worth of firearms. It would
seem that if, in competition with our European competitors in
the neutral markets of the world, we are able to sell these
articles without a loss, these articles in which is is contended
the element of labor enters largely, we at least ought to be able
to sell them here in our own country, where we have an ad-
vantage in freights, in competition with foreign producers.

But I was about to say, Mr. President, that T do not believe
that the difference in labor cost is near so important in deter-
mining competition as the advocates of protection would have
us believe. D

The States of this Union, with varying soils, climate, and
labor conditions, carry on successful competition contradieting
this theory.

COTTON IN TEXAS, ETC.

1t costs more to make a bale of cotton in my State than it does
jn Texas or in Louisiana or in Mississippi, because of the
greater average of fertility of the land of those States. Our
average yield is as great as theirs, but we-have to accomplish
it through the use of expensive fertilizers and a much more
extensive system of cultivation; and yet, Mr. President, we are
raising cotton successfully in competition with those States.

1t costs more to make a ton of pig iron in Pennsylvania than in
Alabama, and yet Pennsylvania is able to compete and does
compete successfully with Alabama in iron.

UNITED STATES STEEL CORPORATION PRODUCES CHEAFPER, YET INDEFEXD-
ENTS SUCCESSFULLY COMPETE.

Independent representatives of this industry who appeared
before the committee insisted that the United States Steel Cor-
poration largely monopolized the export trade of this industry.
They claimed that the United States Steel Corporation could
mannfacture cheaper than the independents and were therefore
able to export at a profit.

Notwithstanding the fact that the United States Steel Cor-
poration, for one reason or another, can and does manufacture
cheaper than the independents, they have been able to sustain
themselves in competition with this cheaper-produced product
and, according to Government reports, in recent years have been
increasing their percentage of production more rapidly than the

Steel Corporation, showing right in our own country, by reason
of greater capital, by reason of better organization and other
advantages that accrue from a combination such as the United
States Steel Corporation, an article can be produced very much
cheaper, yet the producer at the higher cost is able to maintain
himself in competition with the cheaper-produced product and
to grow and expand and to acquire a larger part of the local
market.

Now, Mr. President, coming back to the testimony of Mr.
Schwab for a minute, in his testimony before the Finance Com-
mittee he asserfed, as I recall his statement, that the average
wage paid at Bethlehem in the steel and iron industry is $706
per annum. The average English wage would be, therefore,
according to him, something less than $400. =

Now, let us see what the Immigration Commission in its
port upon this subject says.

I have here Table 46, page 66, referring to industrial condi-
tions in iron and steel manufacturing. This table gives the per
cent of males of 18 years of age and over working for wages and
earning under $400. It shows that in the Pittsburgh district it
is 59.2 per cent; in the east Pennsylvania district it is 74.6 per
cent; New York district, 55.6 per cent; Middle West, 82.4 per
cent ; Birmingham district, 751 per cent. Total of the iron and
steel manufacturing industry receiving less than $400 per year,
68.4 per cent, while 72,1 per cent of the foreizgn-born labor in
this industry is shown to be earning less than $400,

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to ask the Senator if he under-
stands those figures the same as T do.

Mr., SIMMONS. I have the report here. I did not want to
read the whole report. I will hand the report to the Senator
and let him read it, and he can answer in his own time.

Commenting upon this table, the commission says:

The average annual wage of the native white In the Pittsburgh dis-
trict is $677 and of the total pative born $623. Both the native born
and the foreign born exhibit the lowest average wage in community
“ 0" which is east of the Pennsylvania district, where the annual earn-
ings for the total native born are $450, as contrasted with $271 for the
total foreigm born.

Average total native born, §504 ; average total foreign born, $325.

Table 45 of this same reBc;rt shows that the average earnings of the
foreign-born laborer in the Pittsburgh mills is 2367 ; in the Birmingham
district, $309; and in the fron and stecl industry at large, $325

According to this report of the commission it therefore appears that
68 per cent of the employees in the iron and steel industries of this
country are receiving less than $400, which, according to Mr. Schwab’s
testimony and argument, is about the same amount pald in Europe.

SIXTY PER CENT FOREIGNERS EMPLOYED IN STEEL INDUSTRY—GREAT
PROFITS.

More than 60 per cent of the laborers employed in the steel indusiry
in the East are foreigners, 72 per cent of whom, according to the re-
port of the Immigration Commission, are receiving less than $400 a
year and in some districts less than £300.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator understand that wherever an
employee works six months or three months, then leaves, and
another employee takes his place, the average of the rate per
year includes the man or the boy who works six months or
three months, and an average is then made of the whole
number?

The figures are just a little more than one-half what Mr.
Schwab quoted.

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not know anything about what the
commission did. The commission finds that the average native
born in the districts discussed received $504 a year and the
average foreign born $325 a year,

Ar. SMOOT. That may be abgolutely true; and yet you could
not tell what is the wage in any industry in the United States
unless the table shows what the wage was for 12 months,
and then taking the number of employees in the mill, and
whether they worked 3 or 6 or 9 months, and the amount paid
for salaries, and then dividing it by the number of employees.

Mr, SIMMONS. I do not know what the commission did,
but I find this. Here is the summary :

General nativity and race of individuals.

Total
native-| Total | Total
Sections. born of | native- | foreign-
foreign| born. | born.
father.
East: e
Pittsburgh distriet...cocooaicaiiianess cassnnnnasnannan 552 623 363
Community C—Eastern Pennsylvania................ 472 450 271
Community D—New York............ z 446 a14 371
Middle West—Community E... o el 285
South—Birmingham district.... 411|400 309
Total iron and steel manufactoring industry.............. 488 504 325

This industry, with its product protected by an average duty
of 35 per cent, recruiting 60 per cent of its labor from southern
and eastern Europe, where labor conditions and wages are the
lowest of all Europe, comes to Congress, and in the name of
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American labor, in the interest of the high standard of living
of the American laborer, demands protection against German
labor and English labor.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Can the Senator put in at that point in
his gpeech, if he has not already prepared if, how many hours
of labor and the number of days per week required of those
laborers?

Mr. SIMMONS. I have not that, but I can state it generally.
In the recent report set forth in the report of the majority
members of the Ways and Means Committee, and in Mr. Knox
Smith's report, it is found that at the blast furnaces and in
some other departments of the steel and iron industry they have
the continuous process by which a man works 7 days a week
12 hours a day. While it was contended that was necessary, it
was shown in the report that while it is necessary in certain
departments to hire continuous labor, that the process is prac-
ticed where there is no such necessity and practiced for reasons
of economy,

Mr. SMOOT, I think the Senator wants to be fair.

Mr., SIMMONS. Surely. - 7

Mr. SMOOT. T wish to say that the 12-hour-a-day labor in
the steel industry applies only to the blast-furnace men.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator will find that statement very
positively contradicted in the report. It applies to some other
departments where there is no such necessity as there is in the
blast-furnace department,

Mr. SMOOT. We had no witnesses before the Finance Com-
mittee who stated that there were any 12-hour-a-day men
with the exception of the blast-furnace men. It was at their
request, and it was stated by the men themselves before the
committee that they preferred to work the 12 hours, because
of the 12 hours they were not required to work over 5 or 6
hours. If the blast went on with no inferruption and the
process was perfect, there was not very much to do, and they
were there as watchers rather than as workmen. '

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator think it is necessary,
except for purposes of pure economy, to work a man 7 days in
the week 12 hours a day?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I do not.

Mr. SIMMONS. It was admitted, if the Senator will permit
me, that that could be avoided, that there was no insurmount-
able difficulty that could not be overcome. But it was said by
one of the witnesses, and I think Mr. Schwab, although I am
not sure about it, that that would be too expensive; and it is

for the purpose of saving expense in this industry, where more |

profits have been made than in any other industry in this coun-
try. that some laborers are required to work 7 days in the
week and 12 hours a day, and there is a shift every 2 weeks
when one man has to work 24 hours a day.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Utah? -

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. In answer to the Senator I will state that I
do not approve of employing any class of labor and requiring
them to work 12 hours a day. I will also state, in justice to
Mr. Schwab, as I think the Senator will remember, he testified
before the committee that his company as well as one other
company had undertaken to change their system some years
ago, and that they were perfectly willing it should be changed
and hoped to see the time when it would be; that the only
reason why it had not been, as far as his company was con-
cerned, was because of the fact that the industry was upon that
basis, and unless they were all put on the same basis one would
have an advantage over the other in making goods at a less
price.

Mr. SIMMONS. And they, for the sake of advantage in cost
incident to putting on another shift, were doing this thing.

Mr. SMOOT. There is no doubt of it.

Mr. SIMMONS. And make them work continuously.

Mr. SMOOT. I have so stated. It was also stated by the
men themselves that out of the 12 hours sometimes they did not
work 5 hours. Even if they worked but 2 hours, as far as
I am concerned, I would never approve the employment of men
and compelling them fo be even on watch for 12 hours.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. On that point I interrogated Mr. Schwab
when he was giving his testimony, and Mr. Schwab’s words will
be found on page 1274 of the hearings. He said:

Mr., Bcawae, I can only say that the steel interests a year ago met
in New York with a view of changing this condition of affairs by ?utting
on a sixth extra workman and by making such changes as would give
a workman one day a week off. The experiment is now being tried at
one of the Steel Corporation’s works in Pittsburgh, which we are follow-

ing with great Interest. We proposed it to cur workmen, and almost
unanimously they desired that the condition continue as it is at present.
This class of men that work 12 hours a day for 7 days in the week are
blast-furnace men. It is a continuous metallurgical operation, and
somebody has to be employed all the time.

Then I inquired of him. I asked:

But that does not apply to your entire force?

Mr. BcHwAB. Oh, no. These are the men who work at the blast
furnaces. All the others work 10 hours a day. We give all the work<
men, other than the blast-furnace men, a holiday on Saturday.

Then later on the Senator from North Carolina himself inter-
rogated Mr. Schwab. He said:

Senator Srmmoxs. I want to call attentlon to the fact that in the
report they state that that seven days a week is not confined to those
metallurgical operations.

The Senator had just stated that the employment extended
beyond that.

Mr. ScHWAB. That is true. There are some situations in the rolling
mills, but they are very few. But that is not the ordinary practice.
But in any operation that is necessary, by reason of metallurgical con-
ditlons, te be continuous, the ]pranice is to employ the workmen 12
hours a day, It is universal all over the world.

Senator Srmmoxs. Do you not see the same thing in some other
departments ?

r. Bcawas. It is only done, as I say, in continuous operations.
You can take all our men in the engineering department—the ma-
chinists, mechanics, and laborers—all the men of that sort work 10
hours a day.

Mr. President, I put that in the Recorp with the consent of
the Senafor from North Carolina, and I thank him for giving
me the privilege, to show that while I do not approve this con-
dition, and we had the assurance from Mr. Schwab and I think
from others that they were working out the problem of chang-
ing it, it applies only to the men who because of metallurgical
conditions are rather compelied to do this. It is a universal
practice. As Mr. Schwab says, it is universal the world over.

Mr. SIMMONS. This is what the Bureau of Labor has to
£ay on this matter in its report on the steel industry:

The investigation developed that the seven-day working week was
not confined to the blast-furnace department, where there is a metal-
lurgical necessity for continuous operation and in which department
nine-tenths of the employees worked seven days a week, but it was also
found that to a considersble extent in other departments, where no
stich metallurgical necessity can be claimed, productive work was ear-
ried on on Sundays just as on other days of the week. For example,
in some establishments the mer converters, the open-hearth fur-
naces, and blooming, rail, and structural mills were found operating
seven days a week for commercial reasons only.

The hardship of a 12-hour day and a 7-day week is still further
accentuated by the fact that cve:-ly week or two weeks, as the case mn{
be, when the employees on the day shift are transferred to the mﬁh
shift, and vice versa, employees remain on duty without relief either
18 or 24 consecutive hours, according to the practice adopted for th
change of ghift. The most common plan to effect this ehange of sh
Is to work one shift of employees on the day of change through the
entire 24 hours, the succeeding shift working the regular 12 hours
when it comes on duty. In some instances the change is effected 11}{
having one shift remaln on duty 18 hours and the succeedlng sh
work 18 hours.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr., SIMMONS. I think I will go on and finish my speech.

Mr. OLIVER. I want to apologize to the Senator from North
Carolina for interrupting him. I dislike very much to do it,
but I want to say right here that the head of one of the largest
steel concerns in the country told me within two months that
they were making an earnest effort to change the condition
of affairs in their plant and that they undoubtedly would make
the change. -

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the Senator allow me to ask him if
they can not accomplish it in 24 hours by simply hiring a few
more men and increasing their expenses a little?

Mr. OLIVER. Not at all. If the Senator from North Caro-
lina were familiar with large manufacturing enterprises, he
would not even ask that question. It is a revolution. What I
was going to say, and I will be very brief, is that the main oppo- '
sition, the most determined opposition to this effort to change,
comes from the men themselves, who—— !

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, I submit that the Senator is
injecting a speech into mine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Caro-
lina declines to yield further. :

Mr, SIMMONS. The Senator is not making a statement of
facts, but is simply injecting a speech.

Mr. OLIVER. I will not further interrupt the Senator. I
was endeavoring to enlighten him, buf he does not seem to
relish if.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Caro-
lina will proceed.

Mr. SIMMONS. I have had an abundance of enlightenment
through the report of the Bureaun of Labor. Here is an in-
dustry employing men and requiring them, where there is no
absolute necessity for it except to save money, to work 12
hours a day and 7 days during the week and every 2 weeks
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to work 24 hours 1 day. That is an industry employing
probably a larger per cent of foreign labor than any other
industry in this country. It is recruited from the very scum
of Europe, not from the higher-priced labor countries of Eu-
rope where they say that they are not able to compete with
the labor, but from the Ilowest-priced labor countries of
Europe—not from Germany or England, where wages are nearer
the same as ours, but from Italy and Hungary, where the dif-
ference belween wages here and abroad is greater and where
the wages are less. This industry, enjoying the benefits of
high protection, has accumulated enormous profits during the
last 15 or 20 or 25 years through protection—protection in the
products of its factory and its free trade in labor—and this
is the indusiry that can not afford to employ an extra shift of
men so as to relieve ngainst the necessity of the men having to
work T days in the week and every 2 weeks 24 hours in a day at
the end of a shift.

These conditions as to employment of foreign labor and long
hours that I have described, Mr. President, in the steel industry
obtained during the same period of time covered by the state-
ment of the president of the Bethlehem Steel Co. when he wrote,
under date of November 5, 1900, the following :

The capital stock of the Bethlehem Steel Co. amounts to $15,000,000
(all owned by the Bethlehem Steel Corporation), divided into 300,000
shares at $50 par. While nominally on!{ $1 per share has been paid
in, the sunﬁlua of the compandv is practically suﬂ?:lent to pay the stock in
full, and the company intends to issue stock to represent this surplus.

Iteferring to this letter, Hon. A. MiTcHELL PALMER recently
said:

Apparently thiz intention of the company was carried out and the
earned profits sdded to the capital account, for in 1010 we find that the
Bethlehem Steel Co. earned, net, after liberal additions to depreciation
and furnace relining reserves and considerable redemption of funded
debt, the comfortable amount of $1,789,462.09, which was sufficient to
nearly double the then surplus and declare and pay a dividend of 10
per cent, amounting to $1,500,000 on the capital stock of the company,
which, aecording to Mr. Schwab's statement, consisted of $300,000 con-
tributed in cash and $14,700,000 earned profits. What this return on
the actual cash investment amounted to is a simple llziu'ohlel:u in arithmetie,
in the solution of which the men at Bethlehem, whose wages have been
tabulated by the Bureau of Labor, would find an interesting though
unprofitable occupation.

Ar. President, this Bethlehem record of 10 per cent divi-
dends upon $15.000,000 actual investment by its stockholders
of only £300,000, is a record of “ get rich quick” without par-
allel in the history of the world. The president of this corpora-
tion enjoying the blessing or curse of free trade in labor—em-

ploying GO per cent of the seum of Europe at starvation wages,.

while the products of this alien horde is highly protected against
the higher price labor of Europe—protests against any cut in
its protection, and declares if this is done it will have to go out
of business or further cut the wages of its aggregation of Hun-
garians, Poles, Magyars, and what not.

In the name of humanity I should hate to see the pay of
these underpaid and underfed foreigners further reduced, but
in the interest of the thousands who buy its overprotected
product I wonld dearly love to see the extortionate profits of
this petted child of fortune cut down a little bit, if not more.
I should feel that such a cut would be healthy., While it would
grieve Mr. Schwab and his Bethlehem stockholders, it would
gladden the hearts of the thousands who have to buy his
products.

THE ARGUMENT THAT WE CAN NOT COMFETE WITH THE FOREIGN PRO-
DUCER IS AXSWERED BY THE FACTS OF OUR EXPORT TRADE.

Mr. President, the argument of the opponents of tariff reduc-
tion that we can not compete with the foreigner in this market,
that any material redunction in the present high rate of duties
will result in foreign invasion of our markets, is overwhelm-
ingly answered by our annual exports of merchandise. That it
is profitable is shown by the eagerness it is sought after. That
the profits are satisfactory nobody denies.

Last year we exported and sold abroad in Europe, in Asia, in
Africa, and South America, all over the face of the earth,
over $000,000,000 worth of the products of our factories.

If we can not compete with the foreigner in our own market
with a tariff advantage such as this bill carries—an advantage
of 22 per cent—how are we able, year after year, to sell nearly
a billion dollars’ worth of products of these factories in the nen-
tral markets of the world where we have no tariff advantage?

If the manufacturers of the articles embodied in this bill
would not be able to compete with the foreigner in this market
with the 22 per cent tariff advantage which it would give them,
how were they able last year to sell at a reasonable profit
£220,000,000 worth of these very products from one end of the
world to the other without any tariff advantage and under
probable freight disadvantages in competition with the like
products of the very countries they now claim will scale this 22
per cent tariff wall and take from them their American cus-
tomer?

CANADX,

In the calendar year 1910, as appears from the Canadian
Yearbook, Canada imported in iron and steel and manufactures
thereof $61,183,000, of which Great Britain sold her $11,212,000;
Germany, Holland, Belgium, and all other countries except the
United States, $1,930,000; and the United States sold her
$48,040,000, or over four times as much. That, Mr. President, in
the face of the fact that Great Britain enjoys in the Canadian
market the tariff preference over us of 35 per cent.

AMEXICO.

According to the Bureau of Statistics, we exported to Mexico,
of iron and steel, including agricultural implements, cars and
carriages, which included automobiles, in 1910, $18,130,000;
England, $3,722,000; Germany, $2,423,000; Holland and Belgium,
a little less than $250,000; or, we exported sbout five times as
much as Great Britain, almost eight times as much as Germany,
and over sixty times as much as Belgium, These figures demon-
strate we are able to compete with the other iron-producing
countries in this neutral market of the world.

Mr. President, it can not be contended that in Mexico we
enjoy any privilege over our foreign competitors. Freight rates
are probably little to our disadvantage, tariff rates are equal;
and yet, under these conditions, we sell to Mexico $18,000,000
worth of products of our iron and steel industry against Great
Britain's less than $4,000,000 worth.

STEEL RAILS.

In 1910 we exported, all told, of steel rails $10,546,000, as
against England’s $13,275,000, Germany’s $12,924,000, Belgium's
$4,209,000, and Holland's about $3,480,000. If we exclude the
exports of these countries to other countries in Europe, which
they dominate and control against us by reason of freight rates,
and exclude the exports to the colonies of each of these coun-
tries, which they in a large measure and in many cases entirely
control, and take into consideration only foreign markets where
all countries stand on an equality as to tariff and somewhere
near an equality as to freight rates, we exported nearly as
many dollars’ worth of steel rails to these neutral markets of
the world in 1910 as all of Europe combined. We exported in
that year to these neutral markets $10,546,000 wopth of steel
rails, as against Great Britain's exports of about $4,000,000,
Germany's exports of about $5,000,000, Belgium's exports of
about $2,500.000, and Holland's exports of about $1,300,000.

Mr. President, in the face of the fact, admitted of all men,
that our manufacturers are selling annually nearly a billion
dollars’ worth of their products of all kinds in nearly every
quarter of the globe, in Asia, in Afriea, in Europe, in South and
North America, in competition with the world and at profits
so satisfactory that this trade is eagerly sought by them: in
the face of the fact that our manufacturers of iron and steel
sold to Canada last year more than four times as much of
these products as Great Britain, notwithstanding Great Britain
has a preferential tariff advantage over us of 35 per cent;
in the face of the fact that in 1910 we sold to Mexico, where
we have no advantage over our competifers either in tariff
or freight rates, products of iron and steel, including farming
implements, carriages, and =o forth, twice as much as England,
Germany, Belgium combined; in the face of the fact that last
year we sold of steel rails to the world at large $10.000,000,
as against England's $12,000,000, Germany's £13,000,000; and
that leaving out the contiguous, or approximately contiguous,
countries of Europe, where the European manufacturer has a
freight advantage over ug, and leaving out the dependencies
of our European competitors, where for various reasons they
have an advantage over us, we sold in the neutral markets of
the world, where trade conditions are equal nearly, as many
steel rails as all the balance of the world; in the face of the
fact that in the neutral markets of the world, where we have
no advantage in either tariff or freight rates, markets which
until recently our competitors have dominated; markets in
which they have better bank-exchange arrangements and facili-
ties than we have; markets in which by reason of long posses-
sion they understand the habits, the customs, the taste of the
people better than we, and cater to them to an extent that we
have not learned; I can not understand, if in the face of these
facts we are able to meet these ~ompetitors elsewhere upon the
basis of fair profits, why we are not able to meet them upon the
same basis in our own country, with our customers at our
doors, and where both tariff and freight rates are in our favor.

Mr. President, our manufacturing industries are fairly well
organized. I am not now referring to the trust combinations,
but business organizations. I say they are fairly well organized,
and through their various organizations they are able to make
themselves heard, and do make themselves heard, whenever
their interest is involved in any way in legislation. They are
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never forgotten. Speaking with reference to our population as
a whole they may be said to represent the thousands, but the
consumers who represent the millions are too numerous for or-
ganization. They have no committees. When legislation affect-
ing their interest is pending the consumers have no direct per-
sonal representative or voice here. As a result, in our tariff
legislation, in recent years, while the interest of the industries
has been ecarefully safeguarded, protected, and often unduly
promoted, the interest of the consumer has been too largely
overlooked and forgotiten.

The Democratic Party, Mr. President, while not forgetful of
the interest of those great industries which have contributed so
largely to the greatness, the wealth, and the prosperity of the
Nation, does not forget the absent consumer, however humble,
The authors of this bill in the other House, mindful of the great
fundamental Demoeratie principle of equality, while not forget-
ting the seller and his interest, have not forgotten the buyer
and his interest as well.

Mr. CULLOM. Unless the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
StoNE] desires to speak, I shall move an executive session. We
have had no executive session this week.

Mr, CUMMINS. Will the Senator from Ilinois withhold
that motion for just a moment?

Mr. CULLOM. I will

Mr. CUMMINS. There is upon the calendar a notice from
me that I would address the Senate on this general subject
to-day immediately after the routine morning business. It is
obvious that I must in some way change that notice, To-
morrow we have a special order. I do not know whether the
Senator form Missouri desires to speak next or not.

Mr, STONE. As the Recorp shows, on yesterday I stated that
by the courtesy of the Senator from Iowa, who had a notice
that he would speak after the routine business to-day, and who
indicated to me that he preferred to postpone his remarks, I
would address the Senate to-day. But under the circumstances
at present I think I will not proceed now. It is nearly 4 o'clock.
As there is a special order for to-morrow, if it should suit the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Garrixees] fo adjourn
until 12 o'clock to-morrow, instead of 2, we might be able to
conclude the consideration of that measure before the close of
the ecalendar day.

Mr. GALLINGER. If Senators will permit me, I will now
move that when the Senate adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet
at 12 o'clock to-morrow.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. It is utterly useless to contemplate
finishing the assignment for te-morrow on to-morrow. There
are a number of speeches I know that will be made against the
measnre, and it will take several days. I expect to discuss it
very fully.

Mr, STONE. Does the Senator think it will take several
days.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. STONE. Then I suggest that we meet at 12 o’clock each

day.

Mr. GALLINGER. I have made the motion for to-morrow—
that when we adjourn to-day we adjourn to meet at 12 o'clock
to-morrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PoMereNE in the chair).
The question is on agreeing to the motion of the Senator from
New Hampshire.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I hope the Senator will not fix it as
a permanent rule that we shall meet at 12 o’clock.

Mr. GALLINGER. The motion is only for to-morrow, I will
say to the Senator.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. CUMMINS. I think the Senator from Missouri has the
floor, but I will say to him, while I am on my feet, that all I
will do is to ask that the notice I have given be withheld from
the ealendar hereafter, and when this matter comes again be-
fore the Senate I have no doubt the Senator from Missouri and
miyself will be entirely able to agree as to the order of speaking.

Mr. STONE. There will be no difficulty about that.

I wish to make this observation before the Senate goes into
executive session on the motion about to be made by the Sena-
tor from Illinois: I can not see that there is very much need or
very much benefit to be derived from continuing the general
discussion of this tariff bill by any Senator unless the discus-
sion is one in which the Senate as a whole, or at least some
reasonable part of the membership, is interested. We have just
Jistened to a very able and unusually instructive address by the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Siamamoxs]. The Senator
from Towa [Mr. Cuains], when he takes the floor, I know
will deliver an exceedingly interesting and instructive address.
I can not understand, sir, why it is that Senators are appar-
ently indifferent about the consideration of this important

measure. Of all questions coming before the Senate and before
Congress at this session the tariff question is paramount. The
attention of the country is more fixed upon it than upon any
other, and it is the question around which, above all others, the
great struggle of this year for political supremacy will be
waged. I presume by what I have seen here in the last day or
two that Senators are so well informed with respect to this
particular bill, or so well equipped to pass intelligent judgment
upon it, that they do not care to hear anything about it. If
that is true, I think we had better take it up by paragraphs and
proceed with it

Mr. BACON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from \[13-
souri yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. STONE. Certainly; I yield.

Mr. BACON. I should like to say to the Senafor that as the
address of the Senator from North Carolina was not entirely
agreed to by Senators on the other side and they had evidenily
a good deal of opposition to the partienlar propositions which
he advocated, it might be well to let some of them do a little
of the speaking before the Senator from Missouri and the Sena-
tor from Iowa proceed on the same side. It would give the
Senators who are opposed to this bill the opportunity to make
their speeches consecutively, without having to interject them
in a spasmodic manner, as they have been doing to-day.

Mr. STONE. Well, perbaps that is true. The Senator from
Georgia always makes pertinent and wise suggestions; but
that does not quite touch what I have in mind. Why should
we carry on a debate here in the Senate before half a dozen
Senators? Why should we not take up the bill by paragraphs,
and dispose of it at once? The Senator from Utah, I have
no doubt, is prepared to present the ultra-Republican view.

Mr. SMOOT. The true Republican view.

Mr. STONE. The Senator says the true Republican view,
which is from his standpoint the ultra-Republican view. It
is a mere matter of terms; but I confess a degree of impatience
at the things we see here in the Senate,

Mr. President, I have been away a good deal for the last two
months. I came back a shorf time ago and Senators on this
side of the Chamber, at least, have been prodding me, as they
have been other Democratic members of the Finance Committee,
for apparent dilatoriness in bringing the tariff measures before
the Senate. They were full of the militant spirit of getting
at it and having something done. Now we see what we see;
and I think we had just about as well take up the bill by para-

graphs and dispose of it, since Senators kmow all about it,

and the general discussion does not interest them.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I assume that the Senator
from Missouri would not press that upon the Senate in the
absence of the chairman of the Committee on Finanee.

Mr. STONE. I am not pressing it; I am just saying that
unless Senators manifest hereafter more interest in this im-
portant work, then I can not see any good in this general dis-
cussion, unless the speeches are to be sent out for campaign

urposes.
Mr. GALLINGER. I assume that that is what our Demo-
cratic friends are intending to do.

Mr. STONE. It will be done, and we can do it with much
better reason than it can be done from the other side.

Mr. GALLINGER. That depends.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I ean hardly join in the
request or suggestion of the Senator from Missouri. I do not
want to beg for an andience, and I do not intend to do so. I
think it would take just as long to discuss this bill paragraph
by paragraph as to discuss it from the general standpoint in
the first instanece, I regret very much that my friend from
North Carolina had so small an aundience, but possibly the spur
that has now been administered by the Senator from Missouri
will secure a larger number of Senators hereafter.

So far as I am concerned, I shall not debate the subject for
the purpose of informing the country generally. I intend to
debate it for the purpose of informing Senaters, and a great
many of them need the information.

It is one of the queer things in connection with the debate
this afternoon that the men who really know a great deal about
the subject were the men who were here. I am speaking not of
myself, but I have in mind the Senator from Utah [Mr. SmooT]
and others. Those Senators who have given the least study to
the subject are the Senators who were not"here, and therefore
I want to emphasize in that respect what has been said by the
Senator from Missouri. I do not take the Demoeratic view of
it, nor do I not take the Republican view of it as entertained
by some of my associntes, and I want to convince them, as long
ago somebody has convinced the country, that these duties
ought to be reduced.
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Mr. SMOOT. I ask that a comparative statement showing
the rates of metals and manufacture of metals under the tariff
act of 1909, together with the so-called Underwood bill, being
House bill 18642, and the amendment offered by the Senator
from Towa [Mr. Cumamins] be printed for the use of the Com-
mittee on Finance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
congideration of executive business. After 17 minutes spent in
execnutive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o’clock and
25 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs-
day, May 2, 1912, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS.
EBzecutive nominations received by the Senaie May 1, 1912.
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY,
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.

First Lieut. Fulton Q. C. Gardner, Coast Artillery Corps, to
be captain from April 9, 1912, vice Capt. George F. Connolly,
detailed as commissary on that date.

Second Lieut. Edward P. Noyes, jr., Coast Artillery Corps, to
be first lieutenant from April 9, 1912, vice First Lieut. Fulton
Q. C. Gardner, promoted.

Second Lieut. Charles E. Ide, Coast Artillery Corps, to be first
lieutenant from April 23, 1912, vice First Lieut. John H. Mort,
detached from his proper command.

Second Lieut. William D. Frazer, Coast Artillery Corps, to be
first lientenant from April 27, 1912, vice First Lieut. Henry W.
Torney, resigned April 26, 1912.

CAVALRY ARM.

First Lieut. Leonard L. Deitrick, Second Cavalry, to be cap-
tain from April 23, 1912, vice Capt. Charles Young, Ninth Cav-
alry, detached from his proper command.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY.
MEDICAL RESERVE CORPS.
To be first lieutenants with rank from April 27, 1912.

Harrie Sheridan Baketel, of New York.
William Morgan Case Bryan, of Missouri.
Harry Silsby Finney, of Colorado,

Joseph Ralston Hollowbush, of Illinois.
Raymond Barnett McLaws, of Florida.
Jerome Morley Lynch, of New York.
Charles Evart Paddock, of Illinois,

William Robertson Watson, of Pennsylvania.

MEDICAL CORPS.

Thomas James Leary, of Pennsylvania, late first lieutenant
in the Medical Corps, to be first lientenant from April 25, 1912.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade)
in the Navy from the 12th day of February, 1912, upon the
completion of three years' service as ensigns:

Emil A. Lichtenstein and

Charles W. Crosse.

The following-named midshipmen to be ensigns in the Navy
from the Tth day of March, 1912, in accordance with the provi-
sions of an aect of Congress approved on that date:

Roy C. Smith, jr.,

Francis 8. Craven,

Edward B. Lapham,

Carlos A. Bailey, and

Itobert P. Mohle.

Boatswain John O. Lindberg to be a chief boatswain in the
Navy from the 23d day of February, 1912, upon the completion
of six years' service as a boatswain.

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade)
in the Navy from the 12th day of February, 1912, upon the
completion of three years' service as ensigns:

. Bruce R. Ware, jr., and

Harry J. Abbett.

Ensign Ralph D. Weyerbacher to be an assistant naval con-
structor in the Navy from the 23d day of April, 1912, vice
Asst. Naval Constructor John (. Sweeney, jr., disappeared,
whereabouts unknown.

URITED STATES MARSHAL.

Guy Murchie, of Massachusetts, to be United States marshal
for the district of Massachusetts. (A reappointment, his term
having expired.)

ProMOTIONS IN THE PuBLIic HEALTH AND MARINE-HOSPITAL
SERVICE.

Dr. Howard Andrew Knox, of Michigan, to be assistant sur-
geon in the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service of the
United States, in place of Taliaferro Clark, promoted.

Dr. Charles Laval Williams, of Massachusetts, to be assist-
ant surgeon in the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service
of the United States, in place of Passed Asst. Surg. Thomas D.
Berry, deceased.

Asst. Surg. Harry Jackson Warner to be passed assistant
surgeon in the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service of
the United States, to rank as such from April 4, 1912,

POSTMASTERS,
GEORGIA,

John I. Fullwood to be postmaster at Cedartown, Ga., in place
of John I. Fullwood. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru-
ary 27, 1912.

ILLINOIS.

Alfred Schuler to be postmaster at Mdnnd City, 111, in place
oalAltred Schuler. Incumbent's commission expired March 31,
1912,

INDIANA.

Melville B. Carter to be postmaster at Newport, Ind. Office
became presidential January 1, 1912,

Hugh 8. Espey to be postmaster at Rising Sun, Ind., in place
of Hugh 8. Espey. Incumbent’s commission expired April 29,
1912,

Charles C. Fesler to be postmaster at Clay City, Ind., in place
of Charles C. Fesler., Incumbent’'s commission expired January
27, 1912.

George H. Griffith to be postmaster at Fremont, Ind., in place
of Duane Scott. Incumbent’'s commission expired January 20,
1912,

William O. Goecker to be postmaster at Crothersville, Ind., in
place of Adam G. Ritz. Incumbent’s commission expired April
22, 1912. -

Charles F. Keck to be postmaster at North Liberty, Ind.
Office became presidential January 1, 1912,

Francis H. Manring to be postmaster at Greentown, Ind.,.in
place of Francis H. Manring. Incumbent’s commission expired
Aprll 22, 1912

Horace H, Mosier to be postmaster at Bristol, Ind. Office be-
came presidential January 1, 1912, ’

Will K. Penrod to be postmaster at Loogootee, Ind., in place
of Will K. Penrod. Incumbent’s commission expired April 22,
1012,

Frank M. Pickerl to be postmaster at Argos, Ind., in place of
Frank M. Pickerl. Incumbent's commission expired January
27, 1912,

Preston B, Settlemyre to be postmaster at Roanoke, Ind., in
place of Samuel H. Grim, resigned.

Charles Smith to be postmaster at Westfield, Ind., in place of
Charles Smith, Incumbent’s commission expired January 27,
1912.

I0WA.

Ezra Bradford to be postmaster at Wellman, Iowa, in place of
Ezra Bradford. Incumbent's commission expires May 26, 1912.

Stephen M. Brinton to be postmaster at Brighton, Iowa, in
place of Stephen M. Brinton, Incumbent's commission expired
April 9, 1912,

Alma G. Ott to be postmaster at Riverside, Towa, in place of
Alma G. Ott. Incumbent’s commission expired March 25, 1912,

KANSAS, .

David D. Wickins to be postmaster at Sabetha, Kans, in
place of George W. Hook. Incumbent's commission expired
April 24, 1912,

LOUISIANA.

Robert B. Johnson to be postmaster at Lake Arthur, La,, in

place of Marcus N. Limbocker, resigned.
MINNESOTA.

A. L. Hamilton to be postmaster at Aitkin, Minn., in place of
Francis M. Shook. Incumbent's commission expired April 22,
1912,

MISSOURIL

Mary E. Black to be postmaster at Richmond, Mo., in place of

Edward R. Williams, resigned.
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Frederick B. Rauch to be postmaster at Morehouse, Mo., in
place of Frederick B. Rauch. Incumbent's commission expires
May 23, 1912,

MONTANA.

William R. Crockett to be postmaster at Red Lodge, Mont., in
place of Willinm R. Crockett. Incumbent's commission expired
March 10, 1912,

NEW YORK.

Peter G. Hydorn to be postmaster at Lacona, N, Y., in place of
John J. Hollis. Incumbent’s commission expired April 28, 1912,

James H. Signor to be postmaster at Dannemora, N. X., in
place of Seth Allen, deceased.

OHIO.

Thomas G. Moore to be postmaster at Barnesville, Ohilo, in
place of Thomas G. Moore. Incumbent's commission expires
May 16, 1912, !
PENNSYLVANIA.

Harvey E. Brinley to be postmaster at Birdsbore, Pa., in
place of Harvey E. Brinley. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 28, 1912.

William L. Buchanan to be postmaster at Sagamore, Pa.
Office became presidential April 1, 1912,

John H. Martin to be postmaster at Clearfield, Pa., in place
of John H. Martin. Incumbent's commission expires May 26,
1012,

John J. Mather to be postmaster at Benton, Pa., in place of
John J. Mather. Incumbent's commission expires May 26, 1912.

: VIRGINIA,

Joseph E. Graham to be postmaster at Jonesville, Va., in place
of Joseph E. Graham. Incumbent’s commission expires May 20,
1912.

Charles W. Wickes to be postmaster at New Market, Va., in
place of Charles W. Wickes. Incumbent’'s commission expires
May 13, 1912,

CONFIRMATIONS.
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 1, 1912.
UxiTED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE.
Edward E. Cushman to be United States district judge for the
western district of Washington.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY.
Joseph I, Morrison to be United States attorney, district of
Arizona,
- UNITED STATES MARSHAL.
Charles A. Overlock to be United States marshal, district of
Arizona.
ComMissIONER oF EpvucartioN ¥or Porto Rico.
Edward M. Bainter to be commissioner of education for Porto
Rico.
PROMOTION IN THE ARMY.
CAVALRY ARAM,
Second Lieut. Reynold I. Migdalski to be first lieutenant.
PoSTMASTERS,
KENTUCKY,
W. B. Buford, Nicholasville.
Clarence Mathews, Maysville.
Frank W. Rice, Wilmore.
Will P. Scott, Dawsonsprings.
James W. Thomason, Uniontown,
Miles M. J. Williams, Eminence,
OKLAHOMA,
Ellis J. Baxter, Hooker.
Leonard M. De Ford, Duncan.
Daniel G. Dodds, Beggs.
Clarence W. Early, Durant,
Arthur E. Leap, Collinsville,
James T. Ryan, Bennington.
James E. Sutton, Boynton.
Frank J. Van Buskirk, Seminole.
Charles W. Young, Carnegie.
VIRGINIA.
Edgar B. Beaton, Boykins.
John 8. Cecil, Dublin.
Floyd L. Harless, Christiansburg.
Alexander W. Harrison, Lawrenceville.
WEST VIRGINIA,
N. J. Keakle, Williamson.
WISCONSIN.
Mary A. MecAskill, Glidden.
John A. MecDonald, Arbor Vitae.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Wepnespay, May 1, 1912.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon and was called to order by
the Speaker, who took the chair amid general applause. -

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

O Thou Infinite Spirit, source of worlds without end and of
beings without number, in whose all-loving embrace we dwell
and in whom all our longings, hopes, and aspirations are cen-
tered, control our spirits, guide our wandering thoughts to Thee,
that by the inspiration of this sacred moment we may be pre-
pared to meet the obligations which Thou hast laid upon us
now and evermore, in the spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE,

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives
was requested : -

8.3815. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to require
apparatus and operators for radiocommunication on certain
ocean steamers,” approved June 24, 1910; and

8.3624. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge
across San Francisco Bay to connect the cities of Oakland and
San Francisco, Cal.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their
appropriate committees, as indicated below:

8. 3815. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to require
apparatus and operators for radiocommunication on certain
ocean steamers,” approved June 24, 1910; to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and I'isheries.

8. 3624, An act to authorize the construction of a bridge across
San Francisco Bay to connect the cities of Oakland and San
Francisco, Cal.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

FLOOD SUFFERERS, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY,

Mr. FITZGERALD, by direction of the Committee on Appro-
priations, reported House joint resolution 312, making appro-
priations for relief of sufferers from floods in the Mississippi
and Ohio Valleys, which was read a first and second time and,
together with the accompanying report (No. 631), referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
and ordered printed.

LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr., JOHNSON of South Carolina, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, reported the bill (H. R. 24023) malk-
ing appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judicial
expenses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1913, and for other purposes, which was read a first and second
time and, together with the accompanying report (No. 633),
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union and ordered printed.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve all points of order,
and ask unanimous consent that the minority may have until
Friday, if it is so desired, to file their views. (H. Rept. 633,
pt. 2.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ANspBergyY). The gentle-
man from Illinois reserves all points of order on the biil, and
asks unanimous consent that the minority may have until
Friday to file views. Is there objection?

There was no objection, and it was so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I give notice
gat to-morrow morning I shall call the bill up for considera-

on,

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY.

The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday and the un-
finished business is the bill H. R. 18033. The House automat-
ically resolves itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill, and
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FiNnLEY] will take the
chair.

AMENDING MINING LAWS IN ALASKA.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill.
The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 18033) to modify and amend the mining Iaws in thelr
appllcation to the Territory of Alaska, and for other purposes,

Be it enacted, etc., That no assoclation placer-mining claim shall
hereafter be located in Alaska in excess of 40 acres, and on every placer-
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mining claim hereafter located in AlasKa, and until a patent has been
issued therefor, not less than $100 worth of labor shall be performed or
improvements made during each year, including the year of locatlionm,
for each and every 20 acres or excess fraction thereof.

8Ec. 2. That no person shall hereafter locate an placer—mlnln{hclnlm
in Alaska as attorney for another unless he is duly authorized thereto

* by a power of attorney in writing, duly acknowled and recorded in
any recorder’s office in the judicial division where the location is made.
Any person so authorized may loeate placer-mining claims for not more
than two principals or associations under such power of attorney, but
no such agent or attorney shall be authorized or permitted to locate
more than two placer-mining elaims for any one principal or assoela-
tion during any calendar month, and no placer-mining claim shall
hereafter be located in Alaska except under the provisions of this act.

S8EC. 8, That no person shall hereafter locate, cause or procure to be
located, for himself more than two placer-mining claims in any calendar
month: Provided, That one or both of such locations may be included
in an assoelation claim,

Sec. 4. That no p]tu:ct'-m:th:mﬁl claim hereafter located in Alaska shall
be patented which shall contain a greater area than is fixed by law,
nor which is longer than three times its greatest width.

Ssc. 5. That any placer-mining claim attempted to be located In vio-
lation of this act shall be null and void, and the whole area the
may be located by any qualified locator as if no such prior attempt had
been made.

The committee amendments were read, as follows:

Line 5, page 2, strike out the words “ two principals or assoclations ”
and insert the words “ two individuals or one association.”

and insert the

Line 11, page 2, strike out the word “ provisions'™
word * limitations."

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amend-
ments will be adopted and the bill as amended be passed. I
have nothing to say, Mr. Chairman, unless some gentleman de-
gires some information about the bill

Mr. MANN. I think the gentleman from Alaska ought to ex-
plain the bill, or some one.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Well, I will explain the bill briefly
and then the gentleman from Alaska can also do so. It is a
bill placing limitations on the filing of placer-mining claims in
Alaska. Under the present law an association can be formed
and this association ecan take up 160 acres of land, and by
doing $100 worth of work on the whole 160 acres during the
period of two years they can make their claim good. This
bill provides that the individual can take up for himself 20
acres of land and for two individuals 20 acres each, making 60
acres, or for an association 40 acres, so that one individual can
file either for himself and two other individuals or for himself
and an association on 60 acres of the land and they can only file
two claims in each month.

Mr, MADDEN. For mining purposes?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. Not for agriculture?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. No. Under the present law an in-
dividual can file for an association on 160 acres and he can keep
on filing just as often as he has time to do so.

Mr. MADDEN. Of what does an association consist?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Two or three men associated to-
gether.

Mr. MADDEN. How few?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. I would say two or three would
constitute an association.

Mr. MADDEN. Are they organized under the laws of the
United States?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. No.

Mr. MADDEN. It is just a voluntary association?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. What title do they get; what respousibility
is imposed upon them?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Under the present law, do you
mean? Three men can associate themselves together as an
assoclation; two can stay in the United States and one go to
Alaska and file on 160 acres of mineral land. He can the next
day file on another 160 acres, and he can keep on filing as long
as his paper and pencil last; and the only obligation imposed
upon him is to do $100 worth of work in two years on each 160
acres. 1

Mr. MADDEN, Does the association get title to the land in
the name of the association, or in the name of the individuals?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. It gets it in the name of the asso-
ciation and incidentally {ransfers it to the individuals.

Mr. MADDEN. How is the association organized?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. They organize themselves and call
themselves an agsociation,

Mr. MADDEN. Is there not any law under which they are
organized?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. No.

Mr. MADDEN. How ean they get a title to the land in the
name of the association?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Under the United States statute
which authorizes them to do so.

Mr. MADDEN. It authorizes any individuals to form a vol-
untary association and give any name they please to the asso-
clation, and takes title in the name of the association?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. It is pretty near as loose as that,
and we propose to change that in this bill. This bill allows a
voluntary association to be formed, but only allows that asso-
ciation, or the man who is acting for the association, to file on
40 neres of land for the association, and on that 40 acres he
must do $100 worth of work on each 20 acres or a fraction
thereof every year.

Mr. MADDEN. TUnder the present law there is no limit to
the number of acres of land that can be settled upon by the
assoclation?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia.
limitation.

Mr. MADDEN. They can make as many settlements as they
wish, though?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. 8o that there is not any limit?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Practically none.

Mr. MADDEN. This bill proposes to limit the amount of
land that can be acquired by the association to 40 acres, on 20
acres of which they must make improvements?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. It proposes to limit the number of
acres to 40, as the gentleman states, and on each 20 acres of
that there is to be $100 worth of work done each year, and the
attorney for the association can only file two claims a month.

Mr. MADDEN. They can file as many claims as they please
at the rate of two a month?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Two a month. Now they can file
one every 15 minutes.

Mr. MADDEN. Why not fix a limit beyond which they can
not go? L

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. This bill was framed by the Dele-
gate from Alaska, who has made a careful study of this situa-
tion, and is recommended by the Interior Department. It is
recommended by the present governor and has been recom-
mended by the governors of Alaska for the last 12 years. They
thought that this limitation was sufficient. They did not want
to hamper anyone who desired to go to Alaska for the purpose
of honestly developing mineral lands, but they did want to
stop the people who go there and take the lands up for specu-
lative purposes and who never make any development. These
gentlemen, who are familiar with this subject and who have in-
vestigated it, thought the limitations of this bill were sufficient.

Mr. MADDEN. Under this proposed law any association
could go into Alaska and acquire 10,000 acres of land for
mineral purposes? 7

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. In the course of time it conld; but I
will say to the gentleman they would have to do a hundred dol-
lars’ worth of work on every 20 acres every year, and they could
not hold that land indefinitely, like they do now, and practically
do no work on it,

Mr. MADDEN. They have to do that every year, do they?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Every year. I will ask the Clerk
to read a letter which I received from the Acting Secretary of
the Interior on the subject as a part of my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

One hundred and sixty acres is the

f

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Hon M T . Washington, March 1, 1912,

00D,
Chairman Committee on the Territorics,
House of Representatives.

Bir: In response to gour request for report on H. R. 18033, Sixty-
second Congress, second session, entitled “A bill to amend the mining
laws in their application to the Territory of Alaska, and for other pur-
poses,” 1 have to advise as follows:

The limitation of an association placer to a maximum of 40 acres
meets with the approval of the department, sinee it is believed that it
will better insure the development of the minerals therein. The asso-
ciation and patent work now required by law to be performed on an
association placer of 160 acres will then be required to be placed on
each 40-acre location: also under the present law elght persons fre-
quently foin In a single location of 160 acres and immediately there-
after transfer to one person, which results in the control of the maxi-
mum area by one individual through the use or employment of straw or
“ dummy " loecators, which practice will be obviated or at least greatly
circumscribed by the proposed amendment.

The department believes that the time within which a locator must
begin to develop his ¢laim under the present law is too long. It is now

ossible to hold possession of a claim for two full years before any work
s required, and this has resulted in the !mldin%tn some cases of lands
for speculative purposes. For these reasons the provision of the bill
requiring assessment work to be performed during the year in which
the claim is located meets with approval. The p limitation of
the number of locations which may be made through the use of powers
of attornoi is also approved, and in this connection attention is di-
rected to the observations upon this question on page 10 of the annual
report of the Becretary of the Interior for the year ended June 30, 1911,
t is suggested, however, that a further limitation than that pros)osed
to be imposed by section 2 of the bill be made by strlkinghrmm line 2
of prlga of the bill the words *‘ two principals or associations"™ and
Inserting in lieu thereof the words " two individuals or one associa-
tion,” which would limit still further the making of locations through
owers of attome{: permitting, for instance, the locator to loeate one
Dofcre claim for Himself and one 20-acre eiaim for each of two indi-
viduals, or one location of 20 acres for himself and one 40-acre associa-
tion placer for the assoclation he is authorized to represent.
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rovision in the last clause of section 4, limiting the dimensions

The
covered already bg law and the deci-
D, 2

of a placer claim, is practicall
sions of the department, special reference being to the case of the
Snowflake Fractional Placer, reported in 37 L. D., 250.

Very respectfully,
SAMUEL ADAMS, Acting Secretary.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas, Will the gentleman from Vir-

* ginia [Mr. Froon] yield to a question?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Has the bill which was argued
here the other day before the House, giving a Territorial form
of government to Alaska, become a law?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. No; it has not passed the Senate
yet.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. It has not passed the Senate?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. No.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. If that bill should become a law,
wonld that legislature have the right to change the manner of
acquiring placer claims in Alaska?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. No.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas., Then, it must be by a law of
Congress?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Exactly, I have nothing further
to say, Mr. Chairman. I ask that we now proceed with the read-
ing of the bill for amendment.

BEOTHERHOOD OF NORTH AMERICAN INDIANS.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as we are in Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for gen-
eral debate, I ask unanimous consent that my colleague [Mr.
McKinieY] be permitted to extend his remarks in the Recorp
by inserting a memorial of the Brotherhood of North American
Indians.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN]
asks unanimous consent that his colleague [Mr. McEINLEY] be
permitted to extend his remarks in the Recorp by the insertion
of n memorial. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Following is the memorial referred to:

Memorial of the Brotherhood of North American Indians setting forth
the facts and circumstances concerning the treaties and agreements
with certain North American Indians wherein the treaties and agree-
ments have not been fully complled with and carried out by the
Government and suggesting remedies for the benefit and relief of the
Indians and the betterment of the Indian race,

WASHINGTON, D. C., April —, 1912,
To (e Congress of the United States of America:

The Brotherhood of North American Indians respectfully represents
that the North American Indians, living in many States of the Union,
some of whom have been recognized and contracted with by the Federal
Government and some of whom are under the jurisdiction of State
government, have many matters of importance to bring to the atten-
tion of the Congress of the United States of America, and have im-
portant grievances and complaints which need and require the atten-
tion of the Congress and the executive department of the Government
in order that the treaties and agreements with the tribes shall be ful-
filled and in order that important wrongs which the Indians have
suffered may be redressed in the only way in which such wrongs can
now be redressed—that is to say, hf the payment of adequate damages
for lands taken without any consideration, for lands taken without
adequate consideration, for Indian moneys spent without the consent of
the Indlans or authority of law, and for expenses of administration
which have, in many instances, been charged to the Indians when it
is the duty of the Government to bear the expense of the self-constituted
guardianship.

Many of the citizens of the United States are not unmindful of the
fact that it was an Indian nation that granted to the colonists of the
Eastern States thelr first succor and comfort, and that in turn for this
kindness and pacific attitnde a treaty was entered into as early as
1682, known as the treaty that “ never was sworn to and never wns
broken.” Yet, notwithstanding these and other undisputed facts, the
Indian nations, tribes, and bands, and in the last analysis, individuals,
have not received their just dues, have not been accorded equitable treat-
ment, have not received the consideration and compensation agreed
upon, and have suffered-untold deprivations and wrongs which should,
in this age of progress and education, be righted and the Indians
throughout the whole United States placed upon a basis that will
insnre their future independenmce and will insure every individual
Indinn a chance on an equal footing with his white neighbor.

Many letters and personal protests are being received by the brother-
hood from tribe after tribe, and in order that the true situation con-
cerning our people may be known and understood, the following facts
and statements of the Indians themseives are respectfully set forth,
with a view to having the Congress of wlie United States consider. this
subject in a light in which it has never before been considered, and
grant to every tribe of Indians in the United States the right to have
its differences adjusted and its ciaims presented and acted upon by the
courts of the Unlted States which were created by your honorable :

Some of the Indian tribes of this country have been able to ohtaﬂl
from time to time, extending over a perlod of about 50 years, sufficient
inflaence to have their claims and grievances inquired into, ndjusted,
and pald, but the time has come when every Indian tribe should be
grnnted the right to have an accounting with its guardian, the United

tates of America, and the Congress of the United States should grant
this privilege,

1t is impossible in a memorial infended for the consideration of many
Persons to set forth generally all facts which can be presented, and it
s not the Intention in this memorial to do anything more than present
the fncts concerning a few Indian tribes, with the hope that sufficlent
interest may be aroused and suflicient consideration given to the subject
to enable the Congress fo form a general opinion regarding the necessity;
for the actlon requested,

The Shoshones, the Bamnocks, the Cayuses, and the Walla Wallas,
ete., have been recognized by the United States to have lands in the
States of California, Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, and Utah, aggregzatin
71,078,400 acres of land ; these lands were taken under the pretense o
various treatles from 18506 to 1866, and further inroads were made on
thelr possessions by acts of Congress and Executlve orders.

Many of the treaties do not show a cesslon of the lands, but simply
define the boundaries of the lands set apart for or belonging to these
fribes and, in these treaties, the Government agrecing fto pay a cer-
tain fixed sum of money per year to each tribe or hand for a certain
stated period of years for game lost to them; but the Government does
not agree to pay them nn;thing for the land and has never paid them
anything for the land. They agree to glve to the Bannoeks, or each
member of the tribe, 320 acres of grazing land and 160 acres of land
for irrigation, and without any further agreement and act of Congress
the allotments were reduced to 180 acres of grazing land and 20 acres
of land suitable for irrigation. Some of the affiliated bands or tribes,
parties to the ownership of these lands, have fared much better, but no
uniform process of deallng with these Indians has ever heen established,
and no determination of the exact amount due each tribe has ever been
reached. Many of the things agreed to with these Indians have never
been carried out, and in some instances other Indians have been settled
upon_their reservations without compensation to the Indlans for whose
benefit the lands were finally set agart for allotment and were recog-
nized as the owners of the land without consulting the original owners
and without any compensation to them. Some method of adjusting
these affairs should be adopted, so as to determine the rights of all the
parties In interest.

THE BANNOCK TRIBE OF INDIANS oF FoRT HALL RESERVATION IN IDAHO.
STATEMENT OF CHIEF PAT L. TYHEE.

I am chief of the Bannock Tribe of Indians and live on the Fort Hall
Reservation, Idaho. I was present at the treaty of Fort Dridger, 1868.
There were lpresent at that time the following men who are now alive:

Teton Bill, Jim Ballard, Logan Appana, Lineoln School Boy, Zee Dee
Hop, Major George, Old Man Race Horse, Ben Anowine, William
Ytzagan, Oliver efon, Farmer Charlie, Jack Hoyt, and there are
others now allve who were present at the making of this treaty. At
the council the Indians told the United States commissioners the
boundaries of their lands. I have given a statement of the boundaries
of the lands as was explained to the commissioners. They told us that
that was to be our hunting ground. The reservaiion was never ex-
Blslned to us until Maj. Reed came among us as agent. At that time

e showed us the boundary of our reservation. The reservation which
he showed us has been made smaller five different times. We never got
any money for the land which was taken away from us except about
%t‘ft years ago, which was the last time that the reservation was cut

0,

The Bannock Tribe roamed a wide stretch of territory, but the ter-
ritory which I have described above is what the Bannocks owned. They
were friendly with the Shoshones. The Shoshones roamed over a wide
streteh, but they made no claim to the territory which I have de-
scribed above. At the present time, the Pocatello Band of Shoshones
and some Sheepeaters are on the Fort Hall Reservation. There has
been a good deal of intermarriage between the Bannocks and the Sho-
shones, so that there are but few Indians on the Fort Hall Reservation
at the present time who are not part Bannock and part Shoshone.

In the States where I was raised up from a little child I know the
mountains and the trees and the rivers. I am 82 years old. I am
one of the owners of the American soil, because my ?athor was not a
foreigner. God created the heaven and the earth and also created me.
I was created here on this American soil. I don't like for the Govern-
ment to give me a small portion and keep me under its supervision, I
like the free use of my country like my forefathers had. Since my
reservation was established they have made four treaties with me.
Every time they made a treaty with me they agreed to pay me so
much, and they cut my land smaller and smaller. Every tﬂne they
agreed to pay me so much money they are taking my rights away from
me, and now my land is so small that I can hardly make my living on
it, can hardly move around. It is like being In a penitenfiary. The
game and the huniing privilege is gone; taken away. They have

orced me to stop hunting, but I had the privilege one time of free use

of the country. Since last year my reservation has gotften so small
that the Government only allotted to each Indian 20 acres of irrigable
land and 1690 acres of grazing land; that is all I am now entitled to.

According to the old treaty I was entitled, each Indian on my reser-
vation was entitled to more than 320 acres of land, 160 acres of
gr%z:ing land and 160 acres of irrigable land, but last year they were
cut down.

Before last year I used to have 140 acres under fence, but they only
gave me out of the 140 acres 20 acres; that is all T am entitled to
under fence. The Indians depend on the grazing land on the reserva-
tion for their domestic use of wood and also of grazing, and that is set
aslde for the tribal purpeses, and now the Government has changed
their law, They -would put a dam there and flood the Tort Iall
grazing lands and that hurts my feelings. Why should the Government
throw that open for allotment? It belongs to the Indians for domestie
use, for their hunting and wood and grazing. If they flood that land
they would take the Indians' rights, almost their lives. for if they
flood that land then we have no place to make a living, We live there,
we depend upon it, and if they appropriate it we will have no place to
keep ourselves and make a living:; but if they allot that to the In-
dians, we will have a peaceable life, f:tcnty of hunting of all kinds of
game, plenty of all kinds of wood. do not want this to be flooded.
That iz one reason why I am here to try to lay that complaint before
the brotherhood. Also about the 20 acres of irrigable land. I am not
satisfled with it, and the rest of the Indians are not satisfied with the
20 acres. No white man could make a living on it; no white man
would take up 20 acres of land. They would not want it. I do not
want the Government of the United States to compel the Indians on the
Fort Hall Reservation or anywhere else outside of that reservation to
take such a small plece of land. The Government should give the
Indians what they are entitled to by the treaties, for we are the
owners of the soil. We were here before any other people. We are
not foreigners. It does not look right to us that the Government,
sinee the American Continent was discovered, should have tried to put
the Indians out of the land, tried to take their rights away from them,
the game, the wood, the minerals, the oil. They should treat the In-
diang as well as they treat their own race of people. Nowadays the
Government treats me almost like n slave. Nowadays 1 have to buy
my own coal, buy my timber. Before the white man discovered the
American Continent I had free use of all fbnt was created on this
continent. Bince the white people discovered this country, they make
themselves wealthy on the Indians’ land. Thley manufacture every-
thing Lere; have factories of all kinds. They ought to lock after the
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Indians more than they do and take care of them, treat them well; not

treat them like slaves. But they keep forein
farther west.

I do not like to see my tribe
oceans,

I have a grazing fee eoming from gtockmen on my reservation that
1 have never received one cent of. It was paid to the Government. I
want to get that if I can.

BTATEMENT OF JACOB BROWNING, A SHOSHONE INDIAN OF THE FORT HALL
RESERVATION, IDAHO,

On May 14, 1880, the chiefs and headmen of the Shoshones, Ban-
nocks, and Bheepeaters agreed fo surrender their reservation at Lemhi
and to remove and settle mpon the Fort Hall Reservation, in Idaho.
The chiefs and headmen of the Shoshones and Bannocks, of Fort Hall,

eed at the same tlme to the settlement of the Lemhi Indians upon
¢ Fort Hall Reservation, and also to cede to the United States cer-
tain-described territory.

The agreement in question was not ratified by Congress, but the Gov-
ernment took our lands and paid the Indians from the Lemhi Agency
the amount agreed In article 3 of the agreement. The Indians of the
Fort Hall Reservation were to receive the sum of $6,000 per annum for
20 years, “ this sum to be in addition to any sums fo which the above-
named Indians are now entitled by treaty"; but our Indians of the
Fort Hall Reservation have not received any of the money which was
to be paid at the rate of $6,000 per year for 20 years. e have in-
quired why we did not receive this money, but have never been given
any explanation. We think we should be pald for the cession of this
land and that we should receive the §120,000, with interest, for the
time it was agreed to be paid.

BTATEMEXNT OF GEORGE TENDOY, SON OF CHIEF TEXDOY, FORMERLY OF THE
LEMHI RESERVATION, BUT NOW OF THE FORT HALL RESERVATION,

The Government told my father and our le that if we wonld
leave the Lemhi Reservation and to the Fort Hall Reservation they
would give each of us 160 acres of irrigable land and 160 acres of graz-
ing land on the Fort Hall Reservation., That is why we ceded our land
on the Lemhi Reservation to the Government, because we thought each
of us would get 320 acres on the Fort Hall Reservation.

The Government also ‘g;omised us in this ageement that they would
pay the nses of moving our people from the Lemhi Reservation to
the Fort Hall Reservation, and J:rom!sed to provide §5,000 to be ex-

nded for this purpose. We understood this money was to be used to

uy our provisions, to buy forage for our stock, and also to ?l?’ the
cost of hiring teams and wagons for movl As soon as we left the
Lemhi Reservation the Government did f us for the first day, but
they did not give us any provisions after the first day and did not sup-
8]: our horses with any hay at any time during the journey, but they

id give usz a little horse feed after we reached the Fort Hall Reserva-
tion. We do not know where this money went. It was not spent for
our people. Our people were promised pay if they would assist in mov-
ing; that is, our %)cop!e who had horses and who helped to move the
people who did not have horses were to receive -;%l{h just the same as if
our people had been moved by white ns, bu e Government never
pald any ol our people for this assistance in moving. 5

Instead of the Government keeping its promise to give us 160 acres of
frrigable land and 160 acres of ing land on the Fort Hall Reserva-
tion, they have givenm us only 20 acres of irrigable land and 160 acres
of grazing land. This is not satisfactory to our people. We think we
ought to have what the Government promised us, especjallﬂ since there
is Slcng of land on the Fort Hall bottoms .that has not been allotted
and which Is susceptible of irrigation and which would make us good
homes. Since our people moved to the Fort Hall Reservation they have
stayed there the year round and have tried to make a living upon the
land which the Government fave them, but they can not do so very well,
because the 20 acres of irrigable land is not enough and because the
Government does not supply enough water during the
water even these 20 acres of land. I myself have tried to farm my land
during the past three seasons, but the erops have not done very well be-
ecause 1 could not get enough water, because the lateral gates from the
main canal are placed at such low levels that the water will not flow
nntun;l;g upon our land. We thing that the suggly of water should be
increa and that these lateral gates should be changed to better levels.
go that our people can have all of their irrigable land frrigated.
this were done we could ralse better crops and have more money to
gpmi-rtdi 'ﬂze Government undertook this work for us, and they should

o it right,

There is no supply of fresh water, and the Government should bore or
dig wells for us, so that we could have plenty of water for drinking
purposes and for watering our stock. The Government moved us from
our old home and wanted us to live on the Fort Hall Reservation, and
we think that they should now earrry out their promises to us.

I was sent to Washington to talk these matters over with the Brother-
hood of North American Indians and to ask that something be done for
our people. The chiefs and headmen asked me to come here and tell
these things to the Government for the benefit of our people.

Our people hope that Congress will do something for us and will
authorize that the agreements made with our people shall be carried
out as our people understood them.

STATEMENT OF JACOB BROWNING, A SHOSHONI INDIAN OF THE FORT HALL
RESERVATION, IDAHO.

On May 14, 1880, the chiefs and headmen of the Shoshoni, Bannock, and
Bheepeater Tribes agreed to surrender their reservation at Lemhie and
to remove to and settle upon the Fort Hall Reservation in Idaho; the
chiefs and headmen of the Shoshones and Bannocks of Fort Hall agreed
at the same time to the settlement of the Lemhie Indians upon the
Fort Mall Reservation, and also to cede to the United States certain
deseribed territory.

The agreement in question was not ratified b&oConﬁlress, but the Govy-
ernment took our lands and paid the Indians from the Lemhie Agency
the amount agreed in article 3 of the agreement. The Indians of the
Fort Hall Reservation were to receive the sum of $6,000 per annum for

years, “ this sum to be in addition to any sums which the above-
named Indians are now entitled treaty,” but our Indians of the
Fort Hall Reservation have not recelved any of the money which was
to be paid at the rate of $6,000 year for 20 years, e have in-
quired why we did not receive thls money, but have never been given
any explanation. We think we should be paid for the cession of these
lands and that we should receive the $120,000 with interest from the
time it was agreed to be paid.

D ofy 20 JPo8, e Sotmuat, mid 1 Yy T S Rony
western Bands of the Shoshoni In represen ¥ their an
warrlors. That treaty was ratified, wifh certain amendments, March 7,
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and forcing the Indians
ven farther west to the

wing season to

’
le as-

1864. While it was a treaty of ce and friendship, my b

sented in that treaty to the pro of the treaty of Fort

Article 4 of the treaty provides that the eountry claimed Poka-
tello, for himself and his people, is bounded o the west by River
and on the east by the Porteney Mountains.

Notwithstanding the provisions of this treaty, the territory claimed
by Pokatello, for himself and his people, and assented to by the Gov-
ernment, the lands have heen taken by the white people. Our people
have not been paid for this land. We believe that we should be paid
for this land. e Government recognizes it as our land and the treaty
agreement has been violated, Either the land should be given to us
that is described by article 4 of this treaty or we should be paid a fair
T ctober 1. 1865, a treat bered 1

r 1, , A aty was entered Into between the Western
Bands of the Shoshon! Nation, of which 1;13’ father was a member, and
the Government. This treaty was ratified June 26, 1866. Article 5
describes the boundaries of the lands, while article 6 promises that
whenever the President of the United States shall deem it expedient
for them he is authorized to make a reservation for their use in any
part of the country described in article 5. Although this promise was
made bx the Govern;nent, it has never been kept by our “ GGreat White -
Father."” My father's people wander from place to place; some of them
are on one reservation, some of them on another, while many of them
live in the small towns of Wells, Elko, and Teeth, of Nevada.

I belleve the Government should gi’ve my father's people a reserva-
tion, so that they can have allotments of land like my brothers have
been glven on the Fort Hall and other reservations. The Government
should look into this and give my father's people their rights,

BANNOCK REPORTS.
REPORTS OF THE FORT HALL IKDIANS.

We, Indians of the Fort Hall Reservation, are being allotted by the
Government.
right to-day,

Mr. Sams is the acting agent, at which he is workin
his work, but the result is that Mr.

glr. Sa}msbig:s s.lmtI:-slé lcompletedk

ams for any Indians to take any cholce of the bottoms land, of
which the majority of the Indians depend on for hay for the cattle
and horses durini the winter; and what is the reason that Mr. Sams
would not allot the land to the Indians? The bottoms must belong to
him, he seems to have so much fo say about the bottoms. The Indians
?u want to hold onto that part of the land; they don’t want to give

t up.

Agout the allotment—the Indians are not satisfied with the 20 acres.
We want fo get and have the same rights as the white men have. The
80 acres would be more satisfactory than the 20 acres. I know for
myself g;e whitemmagmléas no 21? acres eﬁi'clr s.lfarm. Some have 360
acres. e were the ones who owned the land, and why shouldn’
we have our rights about our land? T onida

THE WATER RIGHTS IN CHESTERFINLD,

The water that the white people are now damming comes from
the reservation, and that is the Indian’s water. There srfa alaoor g%
Indians who had land allotted off the reservation here a few years
n§o who are not getting any water also; and also the spring or head
of the stream is on the reservation. It looks to me that the Indians
have just as much right as the white men, and more, because the water
belonged to the Indians at first; but that is no reason for the white
people t':[? shuﬁ th‘t; :rt:;te]rs ojg tr;lam the Indians.
r. Tom La Va the same conditlon—no water—Iit is al

taken from him. Mr. Tom Tipson is also in the same condition, ;33
also the Bannock Creek Indians; their waters are taken from them.

PUBLIC ROADS,

The white ple build a road over the reservation, the width bei

100 feet all E’: way, and we do not know anything about that. ,IE.

:ggiggt h%pl};nedtéastti tmtllln' anl:iltwo do ngtnkl?&w anythhlng about the
ow tha e white men go an

look Into the matter very close and deep.g EWLE UM At

CATTLEMEN,

Mr., Evans is one of the cattlemen that is now on the reservation.
We Indians all forbid the cattlemen off the reservation from now on.
We do not want any more on there. We haven't got any money for
their cattle grazing on our land, and also they killed one woman and
man since they have been on our land. There are also two churches
on our reservation, and we don't know anything about one church
there on the reservation; one we do know something about, About
the other one, the Indians are going to more often, and the other is
making more trouble than good.

There are also many small boys attending that school, and the boys
are too small to work on the farm, but still the men work too hard for
the small boys from morning until n{ﬁl;t and at hard and heavy work.
There have n two boys crippled t fall—had their legs broken by
moving a barn,

CANAL,

Five years ago there has been a canal built through our reservation,
and I think that that canal was built for the benefit of the Indians.
Instead we getting our share of the water it goes on to Poeatello for
the white ﬁeog}g and wh¥ {8 that done? We don’t get hardly any
water at al Is s all of our report, I think,
Mr. PAT. L. TYHEE.

S1ssETON AXD WAHPETON BANDS OF SI10UX INDIANS,

TO WHAT EXTENT HAS THE UNITED STATES PROFITED IN THE VARIOUS
TRANSACTIONS WITH THESE INDIANS?

Now, let us see to what extent the Government has profited in its
various transactions with these Indians, taking $1.25 per acre, the
minimum price of publie lands, as a basis of calculation.

TREATY OF 1851.

As has been seen, these Indians, by the treaty of 1851, ceded to the
United States over 32,000,000 acres of land, and that the only con-
sideration ever received by them for this vast domain was the §303,000

aid ont under the treaty. It has been shown that $250,000 of that
Bsos.ooo was paid by an agent of the United States to one Hugh Tyler,
a stranger in the country, in violation of the terms of the treaty an
the act of Congress making the appropriation as well. The 32,000,000
acres ceded at $1.25 per acre amounts to £40,000,000, and if the Indians
are to be charged with the whole of that sum we find a net profit in
this transaction, but if the $250,000 wrongfully pald to Hugh ler be
not charged, then the profit to the Government would be $39,945,000,

In this connection we desire again te invite attention to the faet
that under the treaty of 1851 the United States took this 82,000,000
acres of land and at the end of 50 years took the consideration agr
in the treaty to be Esld therefor, and that all the Indians ever received

for this vast do! was nine and seventeen thirty-seconds of a mill
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per acre, which, as stated by the Senate Committee on Indian Jall!mimf
was “a at and monstrous wrong without parallel in the history of
any civilized Government, and for which, by every reason of justice
and fair dealing, full reparation should be made.” (8. Rept. No. 1441,
G5th Cong., 34 sess., .

LANDS OX THE NORTH SIDE OF THE MINNESOTA RIVER.

It will be remembered that the Senate, by resolution of June 27, 1860,
fixed the price of the lands of these Indians lying on the north side of
the Minnesota River at 30 cents per acre. It was ascertained that said
lands contained an area of 569,600 acres, which, at the price fixed by
the said resolution, amounts to %1‘1‘{).886. These lands at $1.25 {)er
acre amount to the sum of S‘II?}](}{), and by deducting therefrom the
:éi(li,?gg we find the profits to the Government in this transaction to be

LANDS WHICH SHOULD HAVE BEEN SET APART FOR THESE INDIANS AS
DIRECTED BY THE ACT OF MARCH 3, 1863.

As has been seen, that act of 1863, In the most positive terms, di-
rected the President to set apart for these Indians 80 acres of good
agricultural land for each member of these bands, which, at that e,
as found by Chief Justice Nott of the Court of Claims, numbered 4,624,
and the area of lands which shonld have been set apart for them is
861,920 acres, and which, at $1.25 per acre, amounts to $452,400.

TREATY OF 1867.

In order to carry out the a_greement of the United States contained In
article 6 of the treaty of 1867, to place these Indians in an agricultural
position, such as they oceupled prior to the outbreak of 1862, as specified
to be the object and purpose of said article 8, Congress, at various
times, anm%rlateﬂ the agegregate sum of $464,953.40, and sald sum was
wrongfully ¢ arged by the court agalnst the annuities provided for by
the treaty of 1851, in direct violation of sald sixth article of the treaty
of 1867, and also in strict violation of section 2097 of the United States
Revised Statutes.
DAMAGES.

As has Deen seen, Congress, by the act of 1863, charged $100,000 as
damages against the annuities of these Indians, The court charged the
additional sum of $586,328.96 against the annuities of these Indians on
account of damages resnlting from the outbreak of 1862, without au-
thority of law and in direct violation of the positive and explicit terms
of sections 2097 and 2098 of the United States Revised Statutes, and
besides these people committed no damage, being loyal thronghout sald
outbreak.

SUBSISTENCE.

The sum of $200,000 wrongfully and illegally charged against the

annuities of these Indians.
AGREEMENT OF 1872

The total area, as has been seen, of the cmmtri ceded by the agree-
ment of 1872 1s 9,140,422.12 acres, which, at $1.25 per acre, amounts
to the sum of $11,436,777.65, and by deducting the $800,000 paid the
Indians under sal af?reement, we find a balance in favor of the Gov-
ernment of $10,6386,777.65.

RECAPITULATION.

Treaty of 1851 $39, 945, 000, 00
Lands on north side of Minnesota River—————___ 529, 870. 00
Lands not set apart under act of 1863______________ 452, 400. 00
Article 6, treaty of 1867 464, 953. 40
- Damages._ bS8, 828, 06
Charged for subsistence. 00, 000. 00
Lands ceded by the agreement of 1872 ___ 10, 636, 777. 00
Total 52, 815, 330. 01

POTTAWATOMIE INDIANS.

Article 9 of the treaty of June 5 and 17, 1846 (9 Stat. L., 853), it
was agreed that the bulldings occupled as a missionary establishment,
Includinﬁ 20 acres of land now under fence, shall be reserved for the
use of the Government agency ; also the houses used for the blacksmith
house and shop shall be reserved for the Pottawatomle’s smith, but
should the property cease to be used for the above-mentioned purposes,
it shall revert to the use of the Pottawatomie Nation,

Under the terms of the act of :\Prll 6, 1954 (10 Stat. L., 270), for
the rellef and benefit of Council Bluffs, Iowa, Franklin Street, coun
judge of Pottawatomie County, Iowa, on the 10th day of May, 1854,
entered the tracts designated in said act, one of which tracts is the
west half of the southwest quarter of mtion 30, township 75, north of
range 43 west, which tract embraces the 20-acre tract reserved by the
treaty. Saild tract having been diverted for purposes other than spe-
clfied by sald treaty of the same reverted to the use of the Pottawatomie
Nation, but said nation has never had the use thereof, because, under
the authority of an act of Congress, it is embraced within the city of

Councll Bluffs, Iowa.

The said tract by reason of it being within the sald city is very
valuable, and the United States, having diverted it from the use specified
in the treaty, is responsible to the Indians for the value thereof,

The Citizen Band of Pottawatomies of Oklahoma and Kansas allege
that the United States Government owes them large sums of money
for lands which were ceded to the Government under various treatles.
This money, these Indians allege, in many instances, was wrongfully
withheld, and also that the Government never rulﬂlleci the stipulations
of many of the treaties made with those Indians as fully as it shounld
have done. A comprehensive history of their claims and the various
treaties, dating from 1789 to 1890, will be made later.

The Citizen Pottawatomie Indlans came to Oklahoma In 1871 and
gettled on a reservation 30 square miles In extent, which land was
bonght from the Government in 1867. The lands of the Citizen Potta-
watomie Indians are now allotted. They are reasonably industrlous
and progressive, but most of them are poor. They now ask Congress,
in the name of justice, that some relief be accorded them in the de-
partments, Congress, and the coiirts, as the circumstances will allow.

ASSINNIBOINE INDIANS.

By the treaty of Se;l:temher 17, 1851, known as the treaty of Fort
Laramie (Revision of Indian Treaties, 1047). which trea {he Court
of Claims has decided is binding upon all parties thereto t{-is Ct. . Cls,
177), a large tract of country containing several milllons of acres of
land was recognized as belonging to the Assinniboine Indians. This tract
of country has been taken from these Indians without their consent
and without. compensation to them therefor. Some provision of law
should be enacted whereby these Indlans who believe they have been
deprived of their lands without their consent and without compensa-
tion may be enrolled to receive their just dues.

BLACKFEET NATION OF INDIANS.

By the treaty of September 17, 1851, known as the treaty of Fort
Laramie (Revision of Indian Treatles, 1047), certain territory as
therein described was recognized as belonging to the Blackfeet Nation
of Indians. (Nos. 398 and 399, maps of Montana, 1, and Wyoming, 1,
Indian Land Cessions in the United States, Iloyce.)

By the treaty of October 17, 1855 (11 Staf. L., 657), certain terri-
tnr{. as therein described, was recognized as belonging to the Blackfeet
Nation of Indians, to which other territory on the east was added b
the act of April 15, 1874 (11 Stat. L., 28). (Nos. 399, 565, and 574,
Montana, 1, Royce.

By the same treaty the Blackfeet Nation of Indisns ngreed that

certain territory therein deseribed, which was assigned them by the
treaty of Fort Laramie, should be a common hunting ground for 99
yéars. (No. 398 Montana, 1, and \\'gomlnfi'. 1, Royce.)
By agreements of 1888 (25 Stat. L., 113) the Blackfeet Nation of
Indians ceded to the United States all the lands set apart for them
by the treaty of 1855 and added thereto by the act of 1874, except
certain small’ reservations No. 693, €94, and 695, on Royce's maps of
Indian land cesslions. (Montana, 2.)

But the Blackfeet Nation of Indians have never ceded or relinguished
their title to the lands agreed to be set gpart as common hunting
gmunds by the treaty of 1855 (Nos. 398 Montana, 1, and Wyoming, 1,

oyce), about two and a half million acres of which is now embraced
in the Yellowstone National Park. The balance of the land has been
opened to settlement.

MEMORANDUM, FonrT BERTHOLD INDIANS, FORT LARAMIE, oF 1831.

From time immemorial the Sioux, the Cheyennes, the Crows, the
Assiniboins, the Gros Ventres, Mandans, and Arickaras owned and occu-

led a vast region of country in what is now the States of Montana,
Jorth and South Dakota, Wyoming, and Colorado.

The fact that the boundaries of the lands owned and occupied by
these several tribes were not clearly defined ecaused much trouble and
contention among the several tribes, and in order to reach a satisfactory
adjustment thereof the President ap?olnted a commission consisting of
D. D. Mitehell, s:?erlntendent of Indlan affairs, and Thomas Fitzgerald,
Unlted States Indian agent, to meet the various tribes in council with
the view of determining and fixing the boundaries of the lands belongin,
to cach tribe. The commission met the .several bands in a genmera
council, held at Fort Laramie, which resulted in the trentr"y of September
17, .1851, known as the “ Treaty of Fort Laramie™ evision of In-
dian Treatles, 1047), by the terms of which the lands recognized as
belonging to the respective tribes were definitely fixed by proper and
accurate description.

That treaty was ratified by the Senate February 24, 1852, with an
amendment of section 7 as to.the payment of certain moneys, which
amendment was .accepted by the Sioux, the Assiniboins, the Gros
Ventres, the Mandans, and the Arickaras (Laws relating to Indian
affairs, 18584, SP 317-322), but the treaty has never been proclaimed.
The Court of Claims has decided that the treaty is binding on all par-
ties thereto. (45 Ct. Cls., 177.)

The lands belongl to the Gros Ventres, Mandans, and Arickaras,
as recognized and defined by that treaty are mn%hdescr[hed therein,
and contain an area of about 13,142,560 acres. ege lands so ree-
ognized as belon to the several tribes of Indians remained in that
condition until the year 1870, when, bf' Executive order dated April 12
of that year, certain portions of the lands so recognized as belonging
to said Indlans by the treaty of 1851 were set apart as a reservation
for them, the area thereof being about 8,320,000 acres and being about
4,822 560 acres less than the area of the lands described in the treaty
of 1831, which latter lands the Indlans were l.llegallly deprived of
without their consent and without consideration, and which lands have
never been restored to the public domain by Executive order, treaty, or
act of Congress. This situation remained unchanzed until 1880, when,
on the 13th day of July of that year, an Executive order was issued
restoring to the public domain all the lands described in the Executive
order of April 12, 1870, except about 1,500,000 acres and a tract of
land not included within the boundaries of the land deseribed in the
treaty of 1851 but lying north thereof and contﬂninf about 1,412,000
acres, which was added thereto, the two tracts containing a total area
of about 2,912,000 acres.

The evident purpose of the Executive order of 1880 was to restore
these lands to the public domain to the end that the Northern Paclfic
Railroad Co. might obtain title to the odd sectlons falling within the
grant to that company, the Indian title to which the Government
obligated itself to extinguish by section 2 of the act of July 2, 1864,
incorporating said company (13 Stat. L., 367). That this was the
object of the Executive order is clearly shown by the deseription of
the lands restored by the order, which order recites: * Beginning at a
Buint where the northern 40-mile limit of the grant to the Northern

acific Rallroad intersects the present boundary of the Fort Berthold
Indian Reservation; thence westerly along the line of said 40-mile limit
to its intersection with the range line between ranges 92 and 93,”
and so forth.

Whatever the purpose had In view in restoring these lands to the
public domain, the fact remains that they were llluga]ly restored with-
out the consent of said Indians and without consideration passing to
them, and that such restoration did not extinguish the Indian title

thereto.

The area of the land set apart by the Executive order of April 12,
1870, is 8,350,000 acres (Indlan Office Report 1876, p. 228). and by
deducting therefrom the 1,500,000 acres retained by the Executive
order of Julf 13, 1880, we find that the order illegally restored to the
public domaln 6,820,000 acres of the lands described in and acknowl-
edged to belong to these Indians by the treaty of 1851. By adding
thereto the 4,822,560 acres of land described by treaty of Fort Laramie,
which was not included In the Executive order of 1870, we find the
total to be 11,642,560 acres, and by deducting therefrom the 1,412,000
acres lyilng morth of the Mlssouri River and north of the lands de-
scribed in the treaty which were added to the reservation by Executive
order of July 13, 1880, there still remains 10,330,560 acres, which these
Indians have been lﬁegally deprived of without their consent and
without consideration passing to them. As before stated, these Ex-
ecutive orders did not extlnglﬁsh the title of the Indlans to these lands.

This brings us to the consideration of the agreement with these
é:;gjta.l}s OSrBD ecember 14, 1886, ratified by act of March 3, 1891 (26
duy .

As has been seen, the reservation of these Indians at that time, after
the illegal acts of the Government restoring certain portions of their
lands to the public domain, contained an area of 2,912,000 acres. DBy
that agreement these Indlans ceded a portion of thelr diminished reser-
vation to the United States, estimated to contain an area of 1,600,000
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acres (Indian Office Re
tlon thereby establish
dueti

rt 1887, p. 29), and the diminighed reserva-

contains an area of 965,120 acres. By de-

that from the area of the diminished reservation of 2,912,000

ncres, It will be seen that the country ceded by sald agreement con-

ins an area of 1,046,880 acres, being 846,880 acres in excess of the
ted area contained in the cesslon.

In conslderation of the lands ceded, the ment fl:u‘mrid«-.s for pay-
ment to these Indians of 10 annual installments of $80,000, aggre-
gating £800,000, being at the rate of 50 cents per acre for the estimated
darea contained in the cession (1,600,000 acres).

The twenty-fifth section of the act of March 3, 1891, ratifying the
agreement with these Indians provides that when the lands thereby
ceded shall, by operation of law or by proclamation of the Presldent of
the United States, be opened to settlement, they shall be disposed of to
actual settlers under the provisions of the homestead laws. and each
settler shall pay, in addition to the fees required by law, the sum of
g'}i}m per acre. (President’s proclamation, May 20, 1801, 27 Stat. L.,

As has heen seen, the ceded couutrf containg an area of 1.0946.880
acres, which at $1.50 per acre the price fixed by the act of March 3,
1891, amounts to $2,920,320, and by deducting therefrom the $800,000
provided for by the agreement of 1886, it will be seen that the Gov-
ernment got the best of the Indiung in this transaction to the extent of
$2,120,320, besldes the 346,880 acres in excess of the estimated area of
the cession, at $1.50 per acre, amounting to $520,320, the total ad-
vantage to the Government in this transaction being $2,640,640—that
is, the gnardian got the better of the ward to that extent, measured in
dollars and cents.

MEDAWAEANTON AXD WAHPAKOOTA Baxps oF Sloux Ixpiaxs, OTHEER
WISE KNOWN AS THE SANTEE SBIOUX INDIANS.

By the treaty of August 5, 1851 (10 Stat, L., 954), the United States
agreed to pay sald Indians $1,410,000, out of which sum certain pay-
ments were to be made, as therein specified, leaving a balance of
£1,160,000, which was to remailn in trust with the United States, at
§ per cent interest {)air} thereon annually for the period of 50 years,
comnrencing July 1, 1852. The third article of said treaty setting apart
a reservation for said Indiafis was stricken out by the Senate in the
ratification of said treaty, and by the amendment thereto the United
States agreed tgcgar said Indlans at the rate of 10 cents per acre for
the land embra in the reservation Jn-ovided for by that article, the
amount, when ascertained, to be added to the trust fund. It was
ascertained that said reservation contained 090,000 acres and at 10
cents per acre amounted to $69,000, which being added to the trust
fund makes a total of $1,229,000, yielding an annual interest of

61,450,
$ The ignorance of the Indians was taken advantage of and a clause
inserted in the treaty of 1851 that interest on the Princlpal sum for
50 years should be in full payment of both principal and interest, so
that as a matter of fact the Indians never received a penny for the
lands ceded by the treaty of 1851.

Of the $220,000 agreed by the treaty of 1851 to be d to the chiefs,
the sum of $70,000 was paid by an agent of the United States, omne
Hugh Tyler, a stranger in the country. (See 8. Ex. Doc. No. 81, 33d
Cong., 1st sess.

‘Lli%der date o%‘ April 29, 1868, the United States entered Into a treatg
with various bands of Sioux Indians, among them the Santee Sioux (1
Stat. L., 635), by article 2 of which a reservation was established for
the several bands, parties to sald treaty, as therein deseribed and
bounded, and which treaty was proclaimed February 24, 1869. Immedi-
ately upon the ratification and proclamation of sald treaty the several
bands, parties thereto, became vested with an undivided interest in and
1o the lands within the said reservation so established.

By the act of Congress of March 2, 1889, entitled “An act to_divide
a portion of the reservation of the Sloux Nation of Indians in Dakota
into separate reservations and to secure the relinquishment of the In-
dian title to the remainder, and for other purposes” (26 Stat. L.,
888), the several bands, parties to the treaty of 1868, were given sepa-
rate reservations ount of the lands set apart as a reservation bg; said
treaty, except the Santee Sioux, and by the terms of sald act the Santee
Sioux were deprived of their vested rights under the sald treaty of
1868. The said act of 1880 is unjust, arbitrary, and tunconscionable,
and, besides, wholly unconstitutional, in that it deprives the Santee
Sloux of their property without compensation and without due process
of law.

CoLVILLE TrRIBE OF INDIAXS.

The Colville Indian agent made the apnouncement that the Indians
under his ageney who had intrusted him with the care of their Gov-
ernment money would all be paid between the months cf May and June,
1911. It was understood by all that each individual Indian having an
allotment on the Colville Reservation was entitled to $500 at the first
payment.

The date eame and has passed almost one year, and the actual num-
ber of Indians who got their first payment is estimated at one-third of
the total number, and these were mostly from among those that really
did not need the money as bad as other poor, unfortunate, and unedu-
cated Indians. Some received all the way from $10 to $500 in partial
payments. Many were compelled to buy articles under the supervision
of the Indian farmer in order to secure the benefit of their money. The
remaining two-thirds have not received a cent, and it begins to look as
though they never will get it, for the agent pays no heed to their appli-
eations whatsoever.

Upon the request of the Indians to the agent for their money, the

ent promises to send thelr application to Washington, D. C., to get
the authority to {111)' the money, and the Indlans have been waiting for
six months, and these applications have never returned.

The agent makes the excuse that the Indians are not capable of tak-
ing eare of the money, or they may spend it for liquor, and many are
not paid becanse the agent claims they are not on the roll, which is
not true, because if they are entitled to an allotment they must be cn
the roll.

There has been a treaty made between the Colyville Indians and the
Nez Perce and the Umatilla Indians, and the understanding was that
all the children of the latter two tribes could be allotted on the Col-
ville Reservation, but that is all they would be entitled to. It was
definitely understood that they would not receive any of the money due
the Colville Indians. These two tribes, the Nez Perce and the Umatilla
have already sold their lands and have long been paid their money an
already disposed of it, so they need not expect any money from the
Colville’s Government money.

The treaty for the Colville Indian money was made in 1802 and
many of the old Indians who helped make this treaty have died with-
out receiving any of their money. Now the suthorities claim that the
beirs of these deceased Indians are not entitled to their money. The

statement is made that the deceased people’s money is divided amggg
the several Indians, yet we find that our payments mever are increa
when there is a death, which goes to show that this money must be
taken by some one who is pesing as a friend to the Indians and who is
robbing them at every opvortunity.

The agent of the Colville Indians has openly refused to allow native-
born Colville Indians any allotments on our reservation. There is a
case of one family who asked to be allotted, and they were refused.
The Colville Indlans are willing that they should have allotments and
they are willing that they shall be entitled to their proportionate share
of the Colville Government money,

JAMES DARNARD, CHIEF OF THE COLVILLES,

One thing I am sorry about. Some time ago the Indians in the
northern country made a treaty and the whites divided my reservation—
cut it in two.

Here ls another treaty that was made In early times: There is a
strip of land about 6 miles wide running down to what is called the
Spokane River. The Government made a treaty for this 6-mile stri
and the momney was never pald. In those days the old-time chiefs di
not have any education and had not learned the ways of the Govern-
ment, 80 when the treaty expired they did not make any move to renew
the treaty. The people who made the treaty are all gone; have all
dled out. The treaty was made in 1801 for ome part of our reserva-
tion for one and onme-half million dollars. Shortly after the treaty was
made some lawyers came in there and signed a kind of a contract for
the collection of the money, and after they got the contract signed the
lawyers brought the papers into Washington., It was never known
whether the papers were destroyed, or what was done with them, or
whether they are now in the Indian Office here. The Government never
sald anything about it. Maj., Anderson was one of the lawyers. About
three years ago I went into Spokane and saw a lawyer by the name of
Peacock; got him to write a letter to Senator JONES Inquiring with
regard to the money. I got an answer from Senator JoNES that the
money had already Dbeen sent out there and told me that within 10
days he would te me another letter. 1 got a second letter, telling
me that the money was in the Indian Department. After finding ount
where the money was I inguired of the Indian Department about the
money. Senator JoNES went to the Indian Department and asked,
“ Why do you not send thls money to the Indians?”

The Indian Department told Senator JoNes that the Indian agent,
Webster, was working hard in taking the census, and as soon as he
got through with the taking of the census of all of the Indians the
would get the report from him; that they were walting for his report.
And we have never seen Webster for the last six or seven years. The
report was that he was among the Indians taking the census, but he
never showed up.

Last year I wrote to Senator JoNES again and asked him about the
Indian money, and he said I would receive the first Payment the 1st of
next March, They started in paym{‘v off some of the Indians last
June, and there are only about one-third of the Indians who got any-
thing—some of them about $500, some $150, and some $10 and Slﬁ,
and so on—and that i{s the way the Indian has been pald off since
they started in to pa& and only one-third of the Indians have been
{mﬁl anything within that time. We asked the Indian agent how many
ndians were entitled to that money, and he never told us how many
there were. Many times we have agked the agent how many Indians
are entitled to payment, and he says from 1,600 to 2,000, sometimes
3,000, or something like that; he never told us just exactly how many,

1 asked an Indian farmier, Ifow much interest is all this money draw-
ing? The Indian farmer tells all the Indians it is drawlng from 13
to 23 and 4 per cent interest in the national banks. I ean not under-
stand what he means about the interest on the money.

WHITE OAE PoINT BAXD oF CHIPPEWA INDIANS oF MIississiprl RESID-
ING IN MINNESOTA.

The act of January 14, 1880, provides the President is thereby
authorized and directed to designate and apEpolnt a commissioner for
the purpose of ne?otlating with all the different bands or tribes of
Chippewa Indians in the State of Minnesota for the complete cession
and relinquishment in writ[ngf' of all their title and interest in and to
all the reservations of sald Indians in the State of Minnesota except
the White Earth and Red Lake Reservations, and to all and so much
of these two reservations as in the judgment of said commission is
desirable. The commissioners exceeded their authority under the act
by making mere promises than required of them under the act, in order
to secure the assent of the Indians to the act, trusting that the Gov-
ernment would fulfill those promises, which promises the Government
has utterly failed to fulfill, The act provides for the completion of the
allotments before the lands are to be opened to settlement. The total
number of White Oak Point Chippewas of the Mississippl remaining
unallotted, including children born since 1900, is 173. here are 34
adults unallotted. Notwithstanding the fact that nmng Indians have
not been allotted, the Government closes business with this band of
Chippewas of the Mississippl who were allotted In severalty under the
law upon the Chippewa Reservation, the so-called ** Minnesota Natlonal
Forest,” and few were allotted on the White Oak Point Reservation.
About three years ago Congress created what Is called the “ Minne-
sota National Forest” out of this Chippewa Reservation, and the
Indians are not allowed to cut any wood, even the dead and down
timber, for firewood without permission from the rangers, and even on
their allotments they are not allowed to ecut timber; they have to get
permission to cut hay on the hay lands, but the forestry people lease
the hay lands and cut and sell green wood that they do not allow the
Indians to cut and sell. In the event that House bill 22590, a bill for
the civilization and relief of the White Oak Point Band of Chippewa
Indians in Minnesota, and for other purposes, introduced March 20,
1912, by Hon. C. A. LiNxpBERGH, does not become a law, the delegation
of the White Oak Point Band who are now in the city of Washington
representing their band protest against opening any more of their lands
elther outside or inside of the forest reserve, and the Indians shall not
accept pay for these lands from the Government so lon% as they are to
be disposed of confrary to the treaty. This band of Indians demand
the same rights as the White Earth Chl];]pewas of the Mississippi, for
the simple reason that they belong to the same tribal band and are
under the same treaties, and no discrimination whatsoever should be
permitted or be made. ¥
CHIPPEWA Ixpraxs, Lo Porste Baxp, Bap RIvER RESERVATION, WIs.

STATEMENT SUBMITTED TO BOARD OF INDIAN COMMISSIONERS BY A. DEN-
OMIE, APRIL 15, 1912,
With a request that the board forward it to the proper.officials, Mr.
Denomie left a statement which, in substance, is as follows:
Concerning himself, Mr. Denomie gays that he is a member of the La
Pointe Band of Chippewa Indians residing at Odanah, Wis,, being a
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eitizen, and that he, his wife, and three children have allotments; that
in spite of his limifed education he was elected successive!g constable,
justice of the peace, and town treasurer of the town of La Polnte, over-
geer of highways of Mayfield, and assessor in the town of Washburn;
that he was twice chosen by an Indian council a member of a com-
mittee on heirship, in which capacity he served until the agent ap-

inted another committee to displace that chosen by the Indians and
ater expelled Mr. Denomie with trumped-up unsustained charges from
the reservation on charges which were later changed to * talking too
much **; that he (Mr. Denomie) has considerable expert knowledge of
glnmll]aei-l matters and of mining, having done much important work In

t nes,

AMr. Denomie asks the Graham committee either to send two of its
members to the La Pointe or Bad River Reservation and investigate
conditions there, thus securing for themselves the facts and truth as
they exist, or else subpena five or six members to come here and give
testimony, whose names he says he can furnish any time desired, in-
cluding himself.

Against the Stearns Lumber Co., o ratinf
Pointe Agency, he brings charges otpeillega
lowing heads:

1. The cutting of timber not contracted.

2. Allowing fires, set under permit that they claim to have, to spread
beyond proper confines, scorching sound timber, rendering it liable to be
cut, destroying timber not in contract by fire.

3. The construction or contemplated construction of dams which
would endanger by Inundation and eventually destroy much sound

timber. -
romp
4 fvts

under contract on the La
operations under the fol-

4. Failure to execute contracts by cutting and removin,
green timber ; allowin depreciation in value by reason of fire an
other causes, resulting in loss to the Indian owners.

5. Failure to give an accounting to Indian owners for the cutting of
gcorched timber not in existing contracts. -

6. Engaging In open violation of a ],t)ledge made to the Indians in
various mercantile activities, including the sale of dry goods, clothing,
miliinery, groceries, grain, tobacco, drugs, and wagons, and maintaining
a coqun system which restrains free trade.

7. Preferring to cut unaccounted timber to the Indlan owner, thus
Egrerr[ng the cutting of contracted, accountable timber, to the loss of

& oOwner,
hAgainst the local management of the La-Pointe Agency, Mr. Denomle
charges :

1. That in the past there has been conspicuous persecution of intelli-

nt Indians who, in the interest of themselves and less able members of
the tribe, have remonstrated against local conditions.

2, That Indians with inherent rights have been discriminated against
In favor of Indians without rights on the reservation.

3. That the Indians right to partieipate in their own affairs through
their tribal councils has been disregarded.

4. That the Stearns Lumber Co. have been condoned in the illegal
operntions before charged.

Against the Indian Office Mr. Denomie charges :

1. The sending of incompetent officials who Inrgel*; ignore the pro-
gressive Indians and give undue credence to statements of those of the
ignorant class, and who render reports favorable to the lumber interests
of those now oPernting.

2. Neglect of complaints made by Indlans.

3. Whisky tlghting only pretentious; is a farce and misleading. The
men handling such have been protected and guarded by officials.

I have carefully read the foregoing statement, which 1 submitted to
the officer of the Board of Indian Commissioners as thereln stated, in
the belief that the charges therein ean be substantiated before any body
competent to investigate them.

In addition to what I said here the other day, I desire to further ex-
press to my fellow brothers my feelings and views on this work for
unity whereby we may win. With the aid and by uniting our forces
with our sympathizing white brethren there is nothing impossible. If
we only find and follow the right way it Is possible that we may regain
our lost reigning powers of this our glorious country.

We have the larger progortinn of the population on our side, but
helpless as we, in thelr flght against the Money Trusts, whose powers
seem to control our very Government officinls whose appointment they
cause for their use. | mean outside of those money-crazed monop-
olists the common people, in general, have a friendly feeling toward
us and our cause, and by uniting our forces with them there is a -
sibility of overthrowing the money oligarchy and regaining that which
ggirmtorefnthers in their ignorance have lost, the inheritance of their

ren.

Right is might. Our oppressors—the money powers—are in the
wrong, wrong—Iin error. Error is evil belonging to the so-called devil.
Evil can not prevail but must perish. Only good, which is God, is
real, eternal, and indestructible. Error is unreal, therefore is temporal
and mortal. We bave a just and right cause, We are on the gocod,
God side, therefore the real and indestructible, immortal, the side that
can not be defeated. Discovering these facts is winning half the battle
and will prevent permanent defeat. d

As [ sald, we have friends even In our enemies’ camp with whom
we must unite, besides using the educational forces of our young men
who have reached the age of enlizhtenment. 1 say besides them we
must work in unity and concentrate our action on them. First, we
must find out who are our friends. They are the common people who
suffer as we. Second, we must not forget to watch out for those who
make glaring offers of full dinner pails, but which really means empty
instead of full.

From boyhood 1 have heard the old claiming they mnever sold the
land of their children to the United States. A few days ago I hap-
pened to meet a man who claimed to be a Government official and who
was very intimate, telling me confidentially, without my having asked
him, that as a Government official he had opportunity to search the
records showing whether the Indians ¢of my country had ever sold
their territory and was unable to find any such record that would be
in any way binding.

So. my fellow brothers, it has been the custom of the Government
in deallng with the Indian people to select the ignorant, uneducated
ones who do not realize the value of things in question. This hap-
pened In our reservation recently. when the Ignorant were selected to go
out and condemn lands by subdivision; lands whose timber should be
cut by the lumber company. Men who did not know what township
they stood on. to say nothing about the seetions or its subdivisions,
were seiected for the work by the agent. So it has been the custom in
dealing with matters of untold wealth. ;

Another wrong is this giving authority to the Secretary of the Interior
to uxe his judgment in important matters without consulting the Indian

owners or securing their consent. These are the causes that bring to
us our present troubles.

Now, my fellow brothers, I want to advise this, that the greater part
of us being incapable by insufficlent edueation to eoge with the white man
in attending to our business matters. I want to ask you and advise yon,
for the future welfare of your children's children, to trust more to
your educated members to handle your tribal matters as well as per-
sonal matters, and to seek to secure for your children the best educa-
tiuq possible in good, unhampered, Government schools.

Now, my fellow brethren, while I do not consider it at this time to
be advisable to speak about anything in the nature of politics, I desire,
however, to say this much, having falled to see any attempt made on
the part of our present administration to uncover the facts in our
gresent deplorabie condition with the view of adjustment, I say having
ailed to see any move toward this end, I for one have totally lost my
confidence in this present administration for any right treatment, there-
fore I am In favor of a change of administration before I can look for
betterment. I am not for Harmon, but for a Bryan Democratic Presi-
dent. CHAMP CLARK, our next President, is my cholee. - To him T look
for the betterment of the present deplorable, oppressive conditions of the
eommon——consuming—-peofle as well as our own people. For him 1
shall cast my vote, and for him I have caused a paper to be started
called the Odanah Star, of Wisconsin,

NAvaJo INDIANS.
Certain appropriations were made to carry out the treaty of June 1,
1868, with the Navajo Indians (15 Stat. L., 667), of which the sum of
156,8651.T4 was covered back into the Treasury. A full history of this
ansaction may be found printed in the Annual Report of the Commis-
sioner of Indian Affairs for the year 1882, pages 68 and 69,
THE QUINAIELT TRIBE OF INDIANS.

Under the treaty of July 1, 1866, the Quinafelt Tribe of Indians was
recognized as being the owner of a large tract of land, which is shown
in the eighteenth annual report of the Bureau of American Ethnology,
otherwise known as Royce's Land Cessions, plat 60, map of Washing-
ton, by No. 371.

The following extracts are taken from the report:

“July 1, 1856. January 25, Queniult River and Olympia, Wash-
‘ln§ton Territory, Btatutes at Large, XII, 971, Qui-pai-elt and Quil-
leh-ute. Cede tract within the following boundaries: Commencing at
a point on the Pacific eoast, which 1s the sonthwest corner of the lands
lately ceded by the Makah Tribe to the United States, running thence
easterly with and along the southern boundary of sald Makah Tribe
to the middle of the Coast Range of mountains, thence southerly with
sald range of mountains to thelr intersection with the dividing rid
between the Chehalis and Quenfult Rivers; thence westerly with said
rid,g: to the Paciflc coast; thence northerly along said coast to the place
of beginning.

“ Reserve a tract or tracts to be selected for them by the President

* Queninlt Reserve set apart by Execufive order of November 4,
1873, extending the boundaries of the original reserve. The extension
is shown on Washington map No. 2."

SKap ler's Laws and Treaties (treaties), p. T19, Treaty with the
?u naielt Tribe of Indians, July 1, 1855. Kapger's Laws and Treatieg

laws), p. 1040 Statisties of the Quinalelt ibe of Indians. Kapp-
ler's Laws and Treatles (laws), p. 923. Queniult Reserve, Wash.,
Executive orders establishing.)

THE NEZ PERCE TRIER OF INDIANS OF IDAHO.

Reference to thelr claims are fully set forth in Senate Document No.
97, Sixty-second Congress, first session.

STATEMENTS OF YELLOW BULL AND ALEXANDER MORRIS, NEZ PERCRE

INDIANS OF IDAHO.

About a year ago, In 1911, few young men made new regulations
concerning the funeral, remains, or body. To hold the remains from 4
to 10 days. Heretofore our bodies were usually burled when the rela-
tives and ministers thought was the right time, or as soon as they are

ready to bury the body.

The new regulations seem not to be favored by the majority of the
Indians. We respect our bodies, and should put them away when ready.

Unless accident happens to the body, or found, or where a journey
may have to be taken, where examination is necessary. Otherwise the
new regulation Is not favored by Indians. These young men are in
connection with the undertakers living near the Indians. It does not
seem pecessary to hold the body where a person dies from sickness.
The furniture stores, where coffins, etc.,, are sold, are the people who
took hand in this regulation. The same men ask for pay aside from
coffin, in advance, that they will sell coffing, ete. We must hold the
hodf back until they send a doctor. They do npot notify the doctor
until they are ready, and the doector also waits for words from them.

Now, that seems unjust to the Indlans. We ask to adjust this new
regulation. Our old way seems better.

STATEMENT OF CHIEF BLACK WoLF. KLICKITAT INDIAN, oF KAN-A-P0O,
EL

I come here to Washington for the first time and when I saw, for
the first time, the beautiful Union Station, the Capitol of the United
States, the White House, and all of the fine buildings in Washington,
1 thought this was all very fine. Then I wondered how they did all
these things, where they got all of the money to pay for It. It seems to
me that the source from which this money came was the lands which
were the birthright of our people, the mineral wealth which made them
their money, the timber and the streams were also our birthright. The
cities, the railroads, and the glreat improvements of this country were
made from the wealth that belonged to our people, but the officlals of
this country are not satisfled with that; they are now trying to tax us
and make us pay a certain interest for the support of these things out
of the little that we have left. Do you think this is right? Would it
be more just that a revenne be paid to us for the wealth and the
privileges that the people who come fo this country from another con-
tinent receive than to make us contribute to help them further along.
I notice that the white men are very exacting in getting everything
that is promised to them, or that they can claim under a contra
but had they been as honest with us in paying everything they agre
to pav under treaties and contracts, it does not seem to me that they
would have neglected our people and repudiated their contracts where
the consideration was coming to us instead of to them., Do you think
this Is right? Do you think that all of the people understand these
things, or Is it only a few men who are doing us this great Injustice?
If it i= only a few men, then we must find out who those few are and

try and assist in getting honest and just men to administer the affairs
'o;ystnte, especially the affalrs In which we are the most interested.
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It seems to me that if the other people, the white ple, under-
stand the situation as it really is, they would change thelr attitude to-
ward the Indians; they would assist us in getting our rights, our jus-
tice, and treat us on the same equality with them, giving us liberty and
justice eqnal to all citizens of this country, and not try to keep us
suppressed and downtrodden as has been the practice ever since my
recollection. If we had the encouragement that we should have, If we
had the opportunity that we should have, If we were granted rights
with other people, if we had the privilege of a&certaining our rights,
we would be in a different condition from what we are to-day.

Brack WoLF KAx-A-Poo, COLUMBIA INDIAN.

It made me feel glad to hear the good tidings which came to us from
the East when mjy brother Baluskin and the others came back from
Washington. It seems to me that this Brotherhood of North American
Indians is like a mother, and that mother is going to help us all—help
all the Indians on this North American Continent. Then take it from
the father's side. The father has hel every class of people, every
nation on the face of the earth. We should foilow the rules that have
been made to control the whole world. So I said to myself, “ I will go
there and see what the brotherhood is and see just what kind of a man
?edils to establish such a thing as this Brotherhood of North American

ndians.

It seems to me that the race of Indians has been renewed again—
that it bas been given nmew life. New laws have been made for the In-
dians. The Government ought not to have laws just for the white peo-
ple and hide the good things from the Indians. This Continent of North
America gives a chance for every one to llve, a chance for everybody to
get wealthy, Looking around and seeing the large buildings all arcund
us, what does It stand for? It stands for the Government of the United
States, which isdgovernln all the nations in the Union, which is, I
call it, & wise an gowerfu Government, The Government as it stands
to-day is keeping the wealth and the property that is taken out of this
country for others and not giving us a chance to get any of it at all.
We Indians are dylng out, without anything in our pocket, poor, with-
out anything in our homes, Dear brothers, this is the thought that
was in my mind, and I thonght I would mention it to you. That is all
I want to say about that, but I want to say a few more words.

1 have 287 Indians in my tribe, and 1 am representing that man
Indians. We want all the allotted land along the Columbia River.
was told when they made those allotments for the Indians along the
Columbia River that the laws had come from Washington, D. C. After
the land was improved by the Indians there eame a white man, and he
fenced one-half of the allotments that was made to us. He did that to
mnn{ of the Indians in my tribe. I went to haad%uartcrs. the agency,
but they never gave me any help at all. The sheep herders brought their
sheep and herded them right in our allotments, which was fenced and
fmproved and crops growing up, and they never paid any attention to us
at all; but before the allotments were made they told us that after the
allotments were made in our names that we were to keep it and no-
body would have any right to invade or do anything on our allotment.
An{ erop that we wanted to raise it would be ours, and we would get
a little money for whatever we raised there.

Then the railroad came through, and the
for the land when they cut through our allotments. Stock has been
killed by the trains and also some of our Indians. The agreement that
the railroad made with the Indians was never kept. The agreement was
made with our head chief, a man who has passed away. And there
arﬁimany l:i:lore ways in which the Indians have been mistreated by the
white people.

The railroad said that if we wanted wood we could have the ties that
were taken up by the rallroad. Several times I have gone myself to get
wood, but eould not get any.

MEMORIAL OF TH%Z KLICKITAT INDIANS OF WASHINGTON.
To the Great While Father:

Long ago when this world was created, when there was no one here
but the red man, there were also created the red salmon to run in the
rivers, the red deer to rup in the mountaing, and the camas root in the
valleys to provide food for the red man. All this time we were happy.

never paid us anything

We lived our own way and bunted the deer and caught the fish, dug
the camas root and picked huckleberries, and were very happy.
The white man came and drove us from our lands; told us that we

conld not hunt the red deer or catch the red salmon or dig the camas
root or pick the huckleberries. Finally, when we did not move as
quickly as the white man thought we simuld. he forced us to leave,
and by a treaty with some of our ancestors, in which members of our
tribe or band never joined, he took these lands from us, but he gave us
the right to hunt in the mountains, to pick berries, and to catch the
red snlmon. Now our people are threatened with arrest and punishment
if they catch salmon, as our people always have, and if they hunt the
red deer; and we are told that the mountains which we thought were
our own to hunt in and to camp on in the summer are to be sold and
taken awn{ from us.

The white man has even changed the color of the fish in our streams
by introduction of new kinds called the white salmon, and we want
you to see if we can not be left in peace; if we can not have our rights,

There are about 100 of our people, who never received any help from
the Government, who do not recelve any moneys, and who have taken
homesteads in our little neghborhocd. We have no schools furnished
us by the Government or any schools of any kind, and our young people
are not being fitted for the duties of citizens of the United States,
ttzxcgpt :llshwe are able to teach them ourselves and to show them how

o do right.

We hope that you will listen to eur appeal; that you will prevent
our mountains being sold and taken away from us; and that you will
see that we have the right to hunt and fish as we have always had, and
that our children are provided with lande, as they have a right to have
lands for themselves. We believe that we have rights or should have
the rights which the Yakimas have, but we have never received any
help from the Government.

BCoORUM  WALLAHEE.

JosErPH _STAYHIE.

CHAS. PARKER.
YAxiaA INDIANS.

Attention is called to the fact that many of the Yakima Indians are
now old men and women, and that if they are ever to recelve any
benefit from the lands that have been alloted to them the relief
will have to come soon. These Indians feel that they should have the
benefit of their lands while they can enjoy them; that if the present

liey of the Government is followed out they will receive no benefit
Fom their lands during their lives. They do not Earﬂculnr]y care to
ea roperty to their children or their heirs, as their
ave recelved lands in the same way that they

ve this land or
ehildren and heirs

have, and they think that they should be allowed to enjoy their lands
and their property during their lifetime.

The present policy of the agents in withholding the rent money and
money recelved from the sale of inherited land is entirely wrong. ~They
belleve that each Indlan should be entitled to have this money to use
as he sees fit. The Indian can not be taught to use the money without
E;nggln :ﬂ:le to spend some of it in order that be may Dbecome self-

2. =

If our Indians could have the use of their money they would be
more industrious; they would buy agricultural implements ; they would
gmcure the necessaries of life; they would bulld homes; they would

uy stock; and they would do many things that they can not now do
because they are poor and have no money.

At the present time our Indlan money is deposited around in various
banks, and our Indians are engaged in making millicnaires out of the
bankers who loan this money out from 10 to 12 per cent, after paying
us about 3 per cent. These bankers are making from $50,({)0£g b
$75,000 every year out of our Indlan funds. The millions of dollars
that belong to the Yakima Tribe that have been on deposit in these
various banks for years past has made large fortunes for these bankers.

There are many Indians on the Yakima Reservation that in years
past have suffered for the common necessaries of life, such as Tood,
clothing, and medical attention, and yet these Indians are possessed
of allotments that are worth from $5,000 to £10,000 each. The Indian
has pride, and it hurts his feelings to keep constantly after the Indian
agent in order to obtain what is his own. The Indian reasons that
the money is of no benefit to him unless he can have it and use it,
and he does not understand why he should not be allowed to use the
money for his own purposes when he sees his white neighbor llving in
a good house, wearing good clothes, having good stock, and driving
good horses, and having many other little things that the white man
seems to like so well.

Now, the white people, especially those in the Government service,
say that the Indian is not progressive; that he stands in the way of
the development of the country. Suppose we see whether it i3 the
Indian or the white man that stands in the way of development. Any
Indlan that has reached the age of 30 years is just as much developed
to-day as he ever will be. If the Nation Is not satisfied with the way
in which he handles his own affairs, suppose that his allotment, or a
la part of his allotment, should be uced to money and placed out
at interest at the same ratp that the bankers get out of :Ee money,
the Indian would be able to live very comfortably on the income from
his money. Take as an lllustration an allotment that is valued at

8,000 or $10,000. If that money was placed out at 10 per cent

terest, it would bring the Indian $800 to §1,000 every year. But
no; the Indian must not be allowed to exercise any such business
principle as this. He must have his small amount esch month, $10
or 21 , no matter what his needs may be; he must even beg to get
that; and then the white man ex{)ects the Indian to be progressive
under this treatment. It looks to the Indian that the white man was
Bt.andlnF in the way of his progress, and certainly It Is a poor recom-
mendation of the Government service that our people have not been
better civilized and educated in the 100 years of Government control,

8o that they mre now self-sustaining and self-supporting on their own
monEfs and their own land. They would be sor}-’sunptﬁl.lng and self-
sustaining if they could use their lands and their money and if the

Government would glve them all that they are entitled {o,

One of the complaints we have to make is that the Yakima Agency
permits hunters to come ugan our lands and to hunt, and a great
many of our people have had thelr cattle carelessly killed by these
hunters, their fences torn down, and thelr property destroyed, and
many of the Indians have come near being shot themselves. The
agency permits white people to fish along the streams in our reserva-
}o%.eﬁang thr.se ﬂshcll;]mcn ll:we he&en til? thu; hn&:ittot tearing down our
ences, burning up the posts, and otherwise destroying 'ty.
This should be stopped. g redernllm sl

Our people are compelled to lease their lands in some Instances
by the agent to persons that they do not want to have them. Our
people shonld be allowed to lease their lands to such persons as they
Flense. and they should not be compelled to lease to any person that

he agent says they must lease to. .

We, the undersigned, all belng members of the Yakima Tribe of In-
dians, and residing upon the Yakima Indlan Reservaticn, in the County
of Yakima, State of Washington, being agerieved by certain acts and
practices of the Indlan agency of the eaid Indian reservation, relative
to the leasing of allotments, the sale of timber and inherited lands,
and the retention by the Government of the proceeds thereof, do hereby
urﬁe that an investigation be had relative to the manner in which the
Indian agency of the said Yakima Indian Reservation is being con-
ducted In the premises, and for more particular cause of complaint,
state as follows:

I. It has been the {Lr:act[ce of the Indian agency for a considerable
period of time of leasing or permitting owners of sheep to graze upon
unimproved allotments without the consent of such allottecs and with-
out paying to such allottees any compensation therefor, thereby de-
priving said allottees of the use of their eeveral allotments for grazing
and pesturage of such stock as they may possess, We feel that our
unimproved allotments should not be used through permission of the
Indlan agency without our comsent nor without proper compensation
being made therefor.

II. For a considerable period of time prior hereto it has been the

ractice of J. W. Phillips, additional farmer located at the city of

'oppenish, Yakima County, Wash., and under the direct supervision and
control of the Indian superintendent of the Yakima Indian Reservation,
to lease the allotment of competent Indians on sald reservation without
first obtaining the consent of sald Indian allotiees, and also of leasing
sald lands upon terms and conditions less advantageous to sald Indian
allottees than they, the sald Indian allottees, were thémselves able to

make.

111. We protest against the sale of any eurplus land or lands of the
Yakima Indian Reservation. and also against the sale of any tlmber
compris any part of said Yakima Indian Reservation.

1V. It has been the custom of the Government upon the sale of in-
herited Indlan lands to retain the money received therefor and without
distributing the same to the heirs rightfully entitled thereto. Many
of our Indians are in need of funds with which to make necessary im-
provements upon their allotments, and notwithstanding that they In
many Instances are rightfully entitled to largé sums of money derlyved
from the sale of helrship lands, they are unable to obtain the same
with which to make such needed improvements. We feel that It 1s to
the best interest of the Indian that these heirship funds be distribated
amongst the heirs entitled to the same fo the end that they may hetter
thelr conditions and become less dependent upon the white inhabitants
and the Government.
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. V. We have reason to complain against the present superintendent of

the Yakima Indian Agency, for the reason that he, in many instances,

acts in the interest of white men as against that of the Indians.

. Wherefore we pray that an investigation be had, as before men-

tioned, to the end that the foregoing unlawful practices may be reme-

died and the Intcrest of the Indian better conserved.

William (his x mark) Stayhigh, Alex (his x mark) Tow-es-
note, Umtouch (his x mark) Thomas, Tom (his x mark;
Nye, You-kars (his x mark), Charley (his x mark
Tomith, Judge (his x mark) Shuster, Jake (his x mark)
Toal-la-le-lestar, Yakima (his x mark) George, John
(his x mark) Yappensah, Joe (his x mark) Strong,
Yallup (his x mark), Jim (his x mark) Meninack,
Ah-na-ka (her x mark) Lal-a-shut, Kia-kow-let (her x
mark), Luecy (her x mark) Shuster, Sah-sa-na (her x
mark) Tomith, Mary Tomith (her x mark) Shuster,
Grace (her x mark) Tash-wickt, Lucy (her x mark)
Bell, Quan-anny (her x mark) Toal-la-le-tsar, Annie
(her x mark) Jeuinack, Ca]ft. B. (his x mark) Wholite,
Joe (his x mark) Pal-wa-tla, Jim (his x mark) Wal-
la-hee, Charley (his x mark) Sulatkin, Mailda (her x
mark) Strong, He-mena-pum (his x mark), Yakima
(his x mark) Sa-yaw, Thos, 8. Umtueh, jr., Harvey
Shuster, Thomas Yallup, Jasper Strong.
STATEMENT OF ALEC TIEO, OF THE YAKIMA RESERVATION.

There has been a large tract of land near the town of Mabton which
has bepqt cut off of our reservation by the Government surveys. The
land mentioned lies between the Yakima River and the section line on
the south side. Our people never consented to this land being taken
by the Government.

As to the southwest side of the reservation, the Government surveys
changed the lines of the reservation twice and cut off large qortions
of our veservation each time, as will be shown by the original lines of
the reservation and by the surveys made by the Government.

Now, on the Columbia River at Tumwater Falls is where the Indians
used to fish in early times. M[v grandfather, my grandmother, and my
uncles used to fish there, and all the rest of my Eeople. Now, the white
people—20 or 25 years a they came in there and put the fish
wheels in, and they won't allow my people to fish where the fish wheels
are, and so they could hardly fish now for their own use. A man by
the name of Sewford, who owns a cannery on the Oregon side of the
Colymbia River near the Washington and Oregon lime, refused to let
us fish unless we would scll the fish to him,

When the Government made the reservation and moved my people
from our homes pear Tumwater, Wash., to the Yakima Reservation,
the Government gmmiscd my people that at any time during the fishing
season they could return from the Yakima Reservation to our old home
fishing grounds®and fish all we pleased so as to have all the fish we
would need for our winter use, but now my people who moved from
their homes near Tumwater, Wash., and went to the Yakima Reserva-
tion, as requested by the Government, are not permitted to go back to
our home fishing grounds and fish as the Government promised them.

If we have any fish from the fishing grounds, we have to buy them
from the people who are now running the fish wheels. The white peaple
and n few Indians have been running the fisheries in the streams where
the Government promised us we could fish, and they have refused to let
our people go there and figh.

In the treaty with the Government, * the exclusive right of taking
fish in all the streams, where running through or bordering said reser-
vation, 18 further secured to sald confederated tribes and bands of
Indians, and also the right of taking fish at all usual and accustomed
places, in common with the citizens of the Territory, and of erectin,
temporary buildings for curing them, together with the privilege o
hunting, gathering roots and berries, and pasturing their cattle upon
open and unclaimed land.”

Many cPmple other than the ones belenging to our reservation are
permitted to hunt and catch fish within the bounds of our reservation
and in places exclusively reserved for ourselves,

We had a ditch called the Irwin ditech. That was the name of the
agent at that time. This ditch was 12 miles long from the Yakima
River to the Toppenish Creek. It was bullt by Indians. Now, several
years after that they made us pay for water 70 cents an acre; they say
to pay for regairlng the ditch and for a ditch tender, as quite a lot of
us pay, and those who don't pay don’t get any water. The Government
gaid we were to get water free. This year our agent says we have to
pay 50 cents an acre for 80 acres, whether we cultivate or irrigate all
of the 80 acres or only # small part, so we made a kick on that. We
told him we were not going to do all that. Now we got & man in there
snperintending the ditch—his name is Mr. Webbers—and if we don't
{m_vd Zor the water he shats it off and does not permit us to irrigate the
and.

Mr. Young, our agent, told the ditch superintendent if we did not
gay for our water for him to shut it off. Now, all the Indians on
{akima Reservation are capable of running their own ditches and tak-
Ing care of their own irrigation, and we don't want the white man to
look after our ditches any more. And we want our people to seleet
our superintendent and ditch tenders, and also want to make our own
assessments for the expenses of keeping up our ditches, and want the
right to fix the amount that our Eeople shall pay for the use of water,
and also the amounts that the white people shall pay for taking water
from our ditches. We are able and willing to conduct onr own bunsi-
ness affalrs, and if we are permitted to do so in regard to our irriga-
tion 1phmts we can handle our irrigation business with much less
trouble and at less expense than they are being handled nmow by the
white man. And if we are permitied to fix our own assessments and
do our own collecting, hire and pay our own men, we can soon accumu-
lmer a surplus which will enable us to add to and extend our irrigation
system,

ai Ngw, Mr. Webbers hires ne Indian help, and Indian help built our

tch.

They are making n road on our reservation, and the foreman is a
white man, and he always hires white men to do the work on the road,
and will not give the Indians employment, and the Indian’s money pays
the white man for doing the work.

During the war with the Yakima Indians, Joel Palmer, su
dent of Indian affairs for Oregon Terrltory, In November,
ered up all guns, axes, knives, cocking utensils, tepees
and furs, and a great deal of other personal property of the value of
possibly $50,000. He thought we were going to fight the white people,
and he destroyed the property in order to make us weak so that we
might not be able to fight. That we didn’t fight the white ple, and
did not intend to, and some time after Mr. Palmer had burned our
goods and had found out thai we were not enemies to the white people,

erinten-
1805, gath-
skins, tﬁ?les.

he promised to have the Government pay us for our prnpert}, and the
money to be recelved for our goods that were destroyed to be divided
Letween the Warm Springs, Wasco, Wishham, and Deschutes Indians.

WisacoM (YAKIMA) TRIDE,
Toppenish, Wash., April 17, 1912,

When war started among the Yakima Indians, Kimyacon, then our
father of Wishcum Tribe, Little Wapant and his brother Skulman
Wapant and Mulack-Mulack, these three of Wishcum Tribe, and the
Desuesh Tribe were Catummess and Tuos-k-ne. All these the Desuesh
Tribe and the Wishcum, they helped the white men (soldiers) and had
war with Yakima Indians. After the war was over the general told
my father, Little Wapant, that as long as he lived and if he died and
left children the Government would help them. And this I want to
find out. 1 sent this note by Alex Teio. Little Wapant children that
gtill living are two men and two women, Sarah Lundley and Mable
Teio, Luke Wapant, and I am.

From JadEs WAPANT.

As has been shown heretofore there are many Indian tribes whose
lands have been disposed of, and it is now impossible for the children
and some of the Indians of the tribe to whom land was allotted at the
tlme of the making of the allotment to recelve the lands to which they
are entitled.

There are to-day belng advertised by the General Land Office and the
Indian Office millions of acres of land upon Indian reservations for sale
to white persons.

According to the latest circular relative to the ogening and sale of
Indian lan hiv the Indlan Office, there are 500,000 acres 'for sale in
the Blackfeet Indian Reservation, Mont.: 1,776,000 acres Tn“the Fort
Peck Indian Reservation, Mont.; 1,000,000 acres in the Colville Indian
Reservation, Wash. ; 1.145,000 acres in the Yakima Indian Reservation,
Wash. ; ahout 1,850,000 acres in the Cheyenne River and Standing
Rock Indian Reservations, 8. Dak. and N. Dak.; about 216,000 acres
in the Coeur D'Alene Indian Reservation, Idaho; about 450,437 acres in
the Flathead Indian Reservation, Mont.; about 425,000 acres in the
Rosebud and Pine Ridge Indlan Reservations, 8. Dak.; about 500,000
acres In the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation, N. Dak.; several thou-
sand acres in the Colorado River Indian Reservation, in Arizona; and
even lands are being offered for sale in the Chippewa Indian Reserva-
tlon, Minn. In faet, about all the Indian reservations in the country
are being offered Iiy the Government for sale to homesteaders, except
five reservations: The Fort Hall Indian Reservation, Idaho; the Hoopa
Indian Reservation, Cal.; the Jicarilla Indian Reservation, N. Mex. ; the
glnma;tpuindlan Reservation, Oreg.; and the Moqui Indian Reserva-

on, i

The foregoing does not take Into consideration the hundreds of thou-
sands of acres of land In the State of Oklahoma that have been dis-
posed of to white persons.

The foregoing reasons have caused the Indians of North America to
band together to assist and ald each other in getting their rights estab-
lished and have the Government recognize what is coming to them under
treaties and under agreements and under executive orders. The Indians
have not been encouraged by the officials of the Government in this
work that they are now undertaking. Although lodges have been estab-
lished in nearly every State where Indians reside and they have been
working together to better their conditions, and notwithstanding that the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs himself authorized his speech and let-
ters to be sent out broadcast to the Indian agents and superintendents
throughout the country, the Indians have met with opposition fro
Indian ngents, superintendents, and farmers discouraging this work, dis-
couraging them from organlzing, and d!acouraglni;hem from trying to
assert their rights and make themselves better citlzens and more intelli-
gent and more healthy people.

Many of the brothers who have come to the meetings have told of
the treatment and discouragement they have recelved at the hands of the
superintendent or farmer or agent, and when this was brought to the
attention of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs It was sald that it was
not the purpose of the Interior Department or the Indian Ofice to dis-
courage this movement,

Then he was shown a letter from Agent Young, of the Yakima Reser-
vation, in which Young denounced the efforts of the Indians in organiz-
Ingith? E)tl:ﬂtherhood and sald in that letter that the Government was
agains

Perhaps there are a great many reasons why there is opposition t
the Brotherhood of North Amer{can Indinns.y When wepﬁnow tha‘:
$1,709,022.23 of the Indians’' money last year was spent for salarfes—
perhaps for political reasons—to maintain supervision and control of
us and ofir affairs, that may be the cause of opposition to the Brother-
hood of North American Indians. When we know that hundreds of
millions of acres of land have been taken away from us for the benefit
of land-grabbers throughout the United States, that may be another
reason for opposition to the Brotherhood of North Ameriean Indians.
When we know that treaty after treaty has been violanted and that the
money agreed to be pald to the Indians has been withheld for the bene-
fit of somebody else, that may be ancther reason for opposition of the
Brotherhood of North Amerlcan Indians; and when we know that no
Indian can take on his own reservation the best timberland for his
allotment, but that it must be held and put in a forest reserve or a
mineral reserve. that may be another cause for opposition to the
Brotherhoed of North American Indians. Yhen we inow that when
they agree with Indlan tribes to pay them a certain fixed sum of mone
for a certain concession of land, not naming the number of acres oede({
but all that is left after those tribes or bands have been allotted, they
have often been short 800 or 400 allotments, that may be another reason
for opposition to the Brotherhood of North American Indians. When
we know that millions of dollars of individual Indian money is on
deposit in certain banks or depositaries, which brings the Indians only
23 or 3 per cent, and that this same money is belng loaned out by these
banks or depositaries at from 10 to 24 per cent per anpum and the use
of it distributed among people whose sympathy is not in harmony with
the Indians, that may be another reason for opposition to the Brother-
hood of North American Indiansg.

When we take all of these things into consideration—and we could,
perhaps, enumerate a hundred more—then it becomes apparent why
?eople are planning to down and oppose our plan of organlzing to pro-
ect our eog:e and our rights.

Where is there-a corporation, where is there an organization of peo-
ple, where is there a city or community that does not organize and have
some one to speak for them and ask for certain laws and rules and
regulations to govern their business or their affalrs?

‘Why have we Senators and Representatives here enacting laws, and
why is there so much opposition to certain plans from certain sections
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of the cgé:_}:try. if it is not for the selfish interests of those people most
concern

You take the manufacturing districts of any of the States of New
England, they want certain ]élrotection in law which they call tariff.
Take the people in other sections who want things to come in from
the foreign countries cheaper, and they are op d to it, and it creates
a controversy in the Congress of the Unit States. But ours i3 so
different, so localized, and so to our personal Interests that we can not
understand how it could be that any Indian would oppose the organiza-
tion which is for the benefit and uglutlng and the good of his own

ple.  All they need to know is the purpose, the ljecm. and what
t will accomplich, and let other people understand we will get assistance.

There are many reasons why the Indians should stand together, pro-
tect and assist each other, and organize themselves into a soclety for
their own protection and assistance. There are man,; reasons why the
white people, both those who live in the vicinity of the Indians and
those who live at a distance, should ald and assist the Indians in this
organization which stands for the uplifting and betterment of the Indian
race. The first reason is well set forth in the objects, constitution, and
by-laws of the Brotherhood of North American Indians,

OBJECTS.

The objects of this brotherhood are to teach, obtain, and maintain

rights, liberties, and justice for all Indians equal to that of any people
and inferior to mone; to preserve and perpetuate the anclent traditions,
arts, and customs of North American Indians; to unify their efforts
and inlerests; to council together; to Rramote and enconrage Industr:
and thrift among Indian people; to collect, secure the preservation of,
and to publish fhe records, papers, documents, and traditions of his-
torical value and importance to North Amerlcan Indians; to mark by
appropriate monuments places historic and sacred to the American
Indian ; to impress upon present and future generations of American
Indians the importance of united action for the common good; to pro-
mote a feeling of friendship, brotherhood, and good citizenship among
its members; and to provide for the aged and infirm of our race.

And another reason is that it stands for peace and friendship and
a better understanding between the Indian and other races; and,
thirdly, if the Indians are taught through experience how to handle
thelr own money and their own affalrs, by having glven to them an
opportunity to do so themselves, they will benefit the communities in
which they live and also benefit the assoclates that surround them.

The merchants, traders, farmers, and bankers all should be inter.
ested In seeing to the development of the Indians in their vicinity, or
those who live near them, for the good of the community, and for
the improvement It will bring to the country, as well as the surrounding
neighborhood. T4e officials of the county, State, and Federal Gov-
ernments should be much interested in uplifting and urging the better
development of the Indian, and jn seeing that they Fet Jjust treatment
and that the obligations of the Government are carried out with them,
and that there should be a feeling of confidence and friendship between
them and their associates,

The churches and philanthropical socletles should be interested in the
movement and enterprise of the Indians, and should encourage and
assist them in every possible way.

On reviewing the history of the United States, we find that the
Indians assisted this Government in every st le they ever had
from the Revolutionary War to the present time. In the colonial days
we find that they aided and assisted the early settlers of this country,
and that in most every instance where hostility was known between
the races the first outrage was committed on the Indians, instead of
being committed by the Indians on the whites. It is a wonder that an
aboriginal people, the original owners of the soil, should not more
deeply feel the outrages committed upon them that the invaders of
their territory shounld feel or think they had a right to a grievance
against the Indians,

In a few generations the Indians have been forced to change their
mode of living, thelr mode of industry, their occugatlon. and their
habits, and little encouragement has been given to them to adopt the
new mode of civilization and the new occupations of life which were
submitted to them, but on the contrary they have been discouraged and
told that they were not fitted for those occupations and that some one
else, at their expense, must use their means, their lands and privileges,
and speak and do for them. Is it not time to bring about a change?
Is it not time for them to get the encouragement and assistance of
good, honest-thinking people Is it any wonder that the following
planks were adopted in the Brotherhood of North American Indians?

DECLARATION OF INDIAN POLICY BY THE BROTHERHOOD OF NORTH AMERI-
CAN INDIANS.

The Brotherhood of North American Indians favors and advocates—

1. The right to have IndiAn delegetes on the floor of the Co of
the United States, said delegates to be Indians by blood and to be
chosen exclusively by recognized Indlan tribal vote. one delegate for
each 60,000 Indian population, the delegates fo have the sgme powers
and compensation as delegates from the Territories now have.

2, The right to ratify or reject by vote of the tribe or tribes affected,
after 60 days' notice, any legislation by the Congress of the United
States affecting or relating to the sale, allotment, or other disposition
of Indlan land, in all eases where there has not been an agreement with
the Indians sanctioning the disposition of the same.

3. Liberal appropriations for the Indian SBervice In accordance with
the progressive needs and requirements of the Indinns.

4. An advisory board of Indians for each Indian school or agency,
consisting of three or more members, to be chosen by tribe or trl of
Indians represented, whose judgment in matters of Indian policy shall
have equal weight with the recommendations of the superintendent or
sfent in all matters affecting the Indian tribe or tribes under the juris-

ction of the superintendency or agency.

5. Greater industrial assistance and development in all agricultural
communities. )

Greater cooperation between the Federal Government and State
-governments in matters of education of all Indian youth with "%%por-
Fl:m?d'lo nttend Btate public schools, whenever these are prefe by

e Indians.

7. A more liberal policy on the dpurt of the Indian Office in allowing
the Indians the use of their individual Indian moneys.

8. The right of petition and assemblT without restriction or restraint,
and the rizght to come and go at will without the permission of any
sugerlutendent or agent.

. Qualifications being equal, Indians by blood to be Even preference
in th: ll{:dlan Service as super‘lnteadents. financial clerks, farmers, and
merchants.

10. Protection, as persons, under the Constitution of the United
States, for all Indians, whether as tribes or Individuals, of life, liberty,
and property, and the right to enforce such protection in the courts.

This and many more statements of fact could be set forth showing
the attitude of the Department of the Interior and the Indian Office
toward the Indian tribes of the country. So far as has come under the
notlee of the officers of the Brotherhood of North Ameriean Indians
there is not a tribe of Indians who has not a valid complaint uign!nst
the administration of its affairs. It ma{ be possible that the Indian
Office has done the best that its representatives knew how at the time,
but the fact remains that the Indians have not been satisfied with the
administration of their affairs. In a number of instances where com-
plaints have been made to the Indian Office the Indians are told .that
the executive department of the Government is merely administering
the lnws as laid down by Congress; that they have no other course than
to Interpret the laws according to general usage and in interpretation :
and that if the Indians are not satisfled with the administration of the
laws they should appeal to Congress to have the laws changed. It
matters not what the reason may be for the administration of affairs
against the real interests of the Indians so long as the Indians are actually
deprived of their portion by some branch of authority of the Government.
We do not belleve that the Government will deny that there are rights
of which the Indians have been deprived, and there certainly could be
no better time than the present for Congress itself to permit the In-
dians to have an accounting, by tribe or natlon, from the Government
and the right to have their differences adjusted in the courts of the
United States.

We appeal to Congress to give us the same right that every other
people has and is given by thelr government—the right to have their
differences with their government heard and tried and decided in their
courts. The relations which exist between the United Btates Govern-
ment and the Indlan tribes are of a contractual nature, nud the treaties
and agreements made with our pecple have not been carried out nc-
cording to the understanding of our people. We ansk you If you can
cite us to a single instance where one party to a contract has been
denied the right to have his understanding of it tested, except In the
case of the Indian nations of the United States?

Some of the tribes of the country have In the past appealed to Con-
gress and have been granted the right to have tgelr differences heard
and adjusted. We believe that all of our people should now have the
right in common with all other people to go Into the courts of the
United States and ask for an accounting and an adjustment of their
differences,

If Congress should have the slightest doubt regarding the necessity
for this action there are hundreds of Indians who stand ready to appear
before any committee that may be selected by you and to zive reafons
why the Indian tribes of the United States should have the right to
have their differences heard and adjusted. Many of our people are old
and will not live much longer. They have rights which should come to
them during their life, and we appeal to you to take action in the near
future in order that our people may know that the United States Gov-
ernment has their Interests at heart and Is willing to try them with
fairness and justness,

Respectiully submitted.

BROTHERHOOD OF NORTH AMERICAY INDIANS,
By RicHARD C. ADAMS, Grand Sachem.

AMENDING MINING LAWS FOR ALASKA,

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill for amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. That no person shall hereafter locate au{ placer-mining claim
In Alaska as attorney for another unless he is duly authorized thereto
by a power of attorney in wrlﬂn%. duly acknowl and recorded in
any recorder’s office in the judicial division where the location is made.
Any person so authorized may locate placer-mining claims for not more
than two principals or associations under such power of attorney, but
no such agent or attorney shall be anthorized or permitted to locate
more than two placer-mining claims for any one prineipal or assocla-
tion during any ealendar month, and no glsoar-mln ng claim shall here-
after be located in Alaska except under the provisions of this act.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the committee
amendments,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, page 2, lines 5 and 6, by striking out the words * two prinel-

8 or associations” and Inserting in lien thereof the words * two
dividuals or one association.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment,

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, there is another
committee amendment on page 2, line 11.

The CHAIRMAN. That has not been reported yet. The
Clerk will read it.

The Clerk read as follows:

- riking out the word * provisions' and
ms%gg‘gligaﬁ:uzﬂ:!wngo%lthgyw%trdkl ﬁmﬂaﬁo:?&" sl

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I move that the
committee do now rise and report the bill to the House with
committee amendments, with the recommendation that the
amendments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to that
motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Fixrtey, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Unlon, reported®that that
committee, having had under consideration the bill H. Tt. 18033,
had directed him to report the same back to the House with

A T
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sundry amendments, with the recommendation that the amend-
ments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on either
amendment? If not, the Chair will put them in gross. The
question is on agreeing to the committee amendments.

The guestion was taken, and the amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the amended hill.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, was accordingly read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. Froop of Virginia, a motion to reconsider
the last vote was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the next committee.

The Clerk called the Committee on Insular Affairs.

CIVIL GOVERNMENT IN THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS.

Mr. JONES. . Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up House bill 17756,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read the title of the bill, as follows:

A bill (H. B. 17756) to amend an act ntpﬁroved July 1, 1902, en-
titled “An act temporarily to provide for the administration of the
affairs of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and for other
purposes.”

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I notice that the bill as read is
on the House Calendar. It was referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr, MANN. And it is No. 79 on the Union Calendar.

The SPEAKER. The Chair supposes that if it was put on the
House Calendar that it was put there improperly. There seem
to ba two prints of the bill.

Mr. OLMSTED. It might be a very nice question as to
whether it should be on the Union Calendar or not, but it being
on that calendar, I think it should remain there until some
change of reference be made by proper action. I do not sea that
any such change of reference has been made.

The SPEAKER. It should be on the Union Calendar, then.
The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 65 of an act entitled “An act tem-
porarily to provide for the administration of the affairs of civil gov-
ernment in the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes,” be amended
g0 as to read as follows:

“ 8pe. 65. That all lands that have been or may hereafter be acquired
by virtue of the preceding section shall constitute a part and ggrtion
of the public domain of the government of the Philippine Islands, and
shall be held, sold, and conveyed, or leased temporarily, under the same
limitations and restrictions as are provided in this act for the holding,
sale, conveyance, or lease of the public lands in said islands: Provided,
That all deferred payments and the interest thereon shall be payable
in money prescribed for the payment of principal and interest of the
bonds authorized to be issued in payment for said lands by the preced-
ing section, and said deferred payments shall bear interest at the rate
borne by the bonds. All moneys realized or received from sales or
other disposition of said lands, or by reason thereof, shall constitute
a trust fund for the payment of principal and Interest of said bonds,
and also constitute a sinking fund for the payment of said bonds at
their maturity. Actual settlers and occupants at the time said lands
are acquired by the Government shall have the preference over all others
to lease, purchase, or acquire their actual holdings within such reason-
able time as may be determined b;' sald Government, without regard to
the extent of their sald holdings.’

The SPEAKER. The Chair will call the attention of the
House in general and of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Orusrtep] in particnlar to the fact that there are two prints of
this bill. On January 12, 1912, the bill was intreduced by the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes] and was referred to the
Cemmittee on Insular Affairs and ordered to be printed. On
January 29, 1912, it was committed to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union and ordered to be
printed.

On February 7, 1912, the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union was discharged from the further consid-
eration of the bill, and it was referred to the House Calendar
and ordered printed.

Mr. OLMSTED, I have just been handed a copy of the sec-
ond print, which shows that on the Tth of February the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union was dis-
charged, but I should like to know in what manner it was dis-
charged. I have looked through the Recorp of February 7 and
find no record of anything having occurred on that day with ref-
erence to that bill. I think that the bill having been referred
to the Commitfee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
that committee could be discharged only by a motion made in
the House,

The SPEAKER. Judge Crisp tells me that the way that
change of reference happened was that the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr, MAnN] and the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoxEes]
came up and agreed that the change should be made.

Mr, JONES. I came up, Mr. Speaker, after speaking with
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Max~]. The gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Manx] agreed with me that the bill properly be-

longed on the House Calendar, and he thought there would be
no question raised if it were transferred to that calendar. This
being the case, it was not deemed necessary to have the change
made in the open House.

Mr. MANN. I do not in the slightest degree question the
statement of the gentleman from Virginia, because he would not
make a statement that was not absolutely accurate, although I
have no recollection of the occurrence at all

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MANN] says that he made a promise for me or for this
side of the House, I will live up to it; but I do not think that
both those gentlemen together had authority to change the ref-
erence,

The SPEAKER. The Chair agrees with the gentleman as to
that, but if it was done, it would seem that everybody was
bound by it.

Mr. OLMSTED. I will agree to be bound by it if the gentle-
man from Illinois says so.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I suppose it does not make any
difference. The gentleman does not object to taking it up,
does he?

Mr. OLMSTED. Oh, no.

Mr. JONES. I imagine the gentleman will agree by unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered on the House Calendar,
because it is properly on the House Calendar. It does not ap-
propriate any money., That is the proper calendar for it, and it
was by an inadvertence that it was placed on the other eal-
endar. )

Mr. OLMSTED. I will agree that the gentleman may ask
unanimous consent that it be considered as on the House Cal-
endar, and I will not object to so considering it. >

Mr. JONES. I make that request.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNEs]
asks unanimous consent to consider this bill as on the House
Calendar. Is there objection?

There was no. objection.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, the sole purpose of this bill is to
remove any ambiguity there may be in the language of section
65 of the act of Congress of July 1, 1902, known as the organic
law of the Philippine Islands. It is to make clear and definite
and unmistakable the meaning of that section.

Section 15 of this organic act provides that the public lands
which were acquired by the United States from the Kingdom
of Spain under the treaty which was ratified on the 11th day
of April, 1899, and which amounted to some 60,000,000 acres,
with the exception of timber and mineral lands, may be dis-
posed of by the Philippine Government “to actual occupants
and settlers and other citizens of said islands” on such terms
as may be prescribed by general legislation, not to execeed 106
hectares, approximately 40 acres, to one individual and not to
exceed 1,024 hectares, approximately 2,500 acres, to any one
corporation.

This same act provides in section 64 for the aecquisition by
the Philippine Government of some 400,000 acres of land owned
by certain religious bodies in the Philippine Islands, known as
the friar landg, and in section 65 there is this provision as to
their disposition:

That all lands acquired by virtue of the preceding section shall con-
stitute o part and portlon of the public property of the Government of
the Ph‘IIlelne Islands, and may be held, sold, and conveyed, or leased
temporarily for a period not exceeding three years after their acquisi-
tlon by said Government on such terms and conditions as it may pre-
scribe, subject to the limitations and conditions provided for in this act.

Mr. TILSON. May I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. JONES. After I have completed this sentence. So that
if these lands are disposed of under section 15, which applies
to the public lands which the United States acquired under the
treaty of Paris, then they can not be sold in quantities in ex-
cess of 40 acres to an individual, or in excess of 2,600 acres to
a ecorporation. i

My, TILSON. Is it the purpose of this amendment to change |
the law in that respect?

Mr. JONES. No. The purpose of this amendment is to make
clear and definite the meaning of the language which I have
quoted from section 65. The langunage is, as I have just
quoted it:

All lands acquired by virtue of the preceding section—
that is the section which provides fer the purchase of the friar
lands—
shall constitute a part and portion of the public property of the Gov-
ernment.

They must be held, sold, and conveyed, according to the terms
of this section, “subject to the Iimitations and conditions pro-
vided for in this act.”

The Philippine Government holds that the words * shall con-
stitute a part and portion of the public property of the Gov-
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ernment ” do not mean that the friar lands shall constitute
a part of *the public domain” of the Government. That the
words “public property” are not equivalent to the words
“public lands” or “public domain,” and that therefore these
lands are not to be held and disposed of subject to the limita-
tions and conditions which section 15 imposes upon the disposi-
tion of “the public domain,” but that, on the contrary, it is at
liberty to sell them, the friar lands, in gquantities in excess of
40 acres to individuals.

Mr. BUTLER. These are the friar lands?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. TILSON. Then your intention is to make it so that the
lands can not be sold except as provided in the fifteenth sec-
tion?

Mr. JONES. In the fifteenth section. It is the contention
of the committee that Congress intended that these lands should
be held and disposed of under precisely the same limitations
and conditions that are made applicable to other Government-
owned lands under the provisions of section 15.

The Philippine Commission, however, has sold to.three men
jointly one body of this land containing 56,210 acres.

Mr. BUTLER. What body of land?

Mr, JONES. They have sold a body of land on the island of
Mindoro, known as the San José estate, to three American
citizens. =

Mr, BUTLER. A part of the friar lands?

Mr. JONES. A part of the 380,000 acres of friar lands. It
was supposed that there were about 420,000 acres of these
lands, but when the sale was consummated the friars insisted
on retaining certain tracts, and so, as a matter of fact, 388,000
acres only were purchased, fo pay for which the Philippine
Government issued and sold $7,000,000 of bonds. ;

Mr. STERLING. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JONES. I will yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. STERLING. How much of these lands have been sold
on other conditions than that provided by law with reference
to Government lands? ¢

Alr. JONES. There were some 388,000 acres purchased, and
about 125,000 acres remain undisposed of. The gentleman
will find in the views of the minority, filed by Mr. Olmsted, a
list of the lands that have so far been disposed of.

Mr. STERLING. If this bill becomes a law, will it affect the
title to those lands already purchased?

Mr. JONES. No; it is not intended to be retroactive; at any
rate, there is nothing in the bill to that effect.

Now, as I have stated, the Philippine Commission sold one
tract of this land acquired from the friars to three individnals.
One of these individuals was Horace Havemeyer, another
was Charles H. Senff, and another was Charles J. Welch.
Mr, Senff was at one time the vice president, as well as a direc-
tor, of the American Sugar Refining Co., and Mr. Havemeyer
was at one time a director in that company.

Mr. COOPER. Is that what is called the Sugar Trust?

Mr. JONES. That is what is known as the Sugar Trust. Mr.
Welch, the third member, has been largely interested with these
gentlemen in the sugar business.

AMr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Are these parcels of land
contignous?

Mr. JONES. It is one parcel and has been bought by three
individuals jointly. They purchased the land through a dummy.
They sent to the Philippine Islands a man named Poole, who

purchased this land under a contract, which provided that the’

deed was to be made to his assignees. When the time came to
consummate the sale Poole required that the deed should be
made to Horace Havemeyer, Charles H. Senff, and Charles J.
Welch. -

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Share and share alike?

_ Mr. JONES. That transaction aroused a great deal of feel-
ing throughout the Philippine Islands.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. What was the date of that
transaction? Was it before or after the passage of the Payne
tariff law?

Mr. JONES. It was in the latter part of the year 1909. It
is some time since I have read the testimony and I can not
give the exact date from memory. The report gives the exact
date.

Mr. TILSON.
sugar lands.

Mr. JONES. These are very valuable sugar lands, and I
pnderstand that these gentlemen have already invested hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars in developing the lands and in
building a sugar mili. They have built great sugar centrales,

It is safe to assume that these are valuable

a short railroad, and expensive wharves and docks.
Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, JONES. Certainly.

Mr, MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Will it not be to the interest
of those men who own these sugar lands to maintain American
sovereignty over the islands?

Mr. JONES. I am not prepared to answer that question
positively. They may, and they doubtless do, think so. I am
not prepared to say, however, that if the Filipinos were granted
their independence these people would not be amply protected
in all their rights. They may not agree with me as to this.
Philippine independence would cause them to lose the free
markets of America for their sugar, and for this reason they
will, T presume, be opposed to independence,

Mr. Speaker, the sales of these friar lands in quantities
larger than the law permits the so-called public lands to be
sold, especially this sale to Messrs. Senff, Havemeyer, and
Welch of over 56,000 acres in one body, aroused—I was about
to say naturally aroused—a great deal of feeling and indigna-
tion on the part of the Filipino people. They naturally con-
ceived the idea that the Philippine Commission was permitting
the Sugar Trust and other ecapitalists from the United States
and elsewhere, to buy these friar lands in large quantities for
the purpose of exploitation. They believe, too, that unless a
stop is put to the sale of these lands in large bodies to aliens
there will be created in the Philippines a system of absentee
landlordism similar to that which has given rise to so much
discontent and discord in Ireland.

On the last day of the second session of the Sixty-first Con-
gress a resolution was adopted by this House providing for an
investigation of these sales. In the following December, the
first month of the last session of the Sixty-first Congress, the
Insular Affairs Committee began the investigation provided for
in that resolution. Several prominent gentlemen from the Phil-
ippine Islands came to the United States and testified before the
committee. Among those gentlemen was Dean . Worcester, a
member of the Philippine Commission, and also the secretary of
the interior, under whose department these lands are adminis-
tered; Capt. Sleeper, the director of public lands; Frank W.
Carpenter, executive secretary; and the attorney general of the
Philippines. During this investigation, which covered many
weeks, Mr. Havemeyer, Mr. Welch, and a number of others
appeared before the committee and testified. There were four
separate reports made by members of the Committee on Insular
Affairs. One of them was signed by nine members, and was
presented by the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. OrMsTep]. That report held that inasmuch as these lands
had been bought from the proceeds of bonds sold by the Philip-
pine Government they were fo be distinguished from the public
lands acquired from Spain under the treaty of Paris; that this
was shown to be the intention of Congress when they were de-
scribed in the act as “ public property ” and not as “ public
domain.”

As the friar lands were not “public lands" they were not
subject to the limitations and conditions imposed upon publie
lands in section 15, and therefore could be =o0ld to individuals
without limitation as to quantity. Six members of the com-
mittee took the ground that the limitations prescribed in see-
tion 15 applied to friar lands as well as fo those lands acquirad
from Spain, and that, therefore, all sales made to individuals in
excess of 40 acres were illegal.

Mr. STERLING. On that point—

Mr. JONES. In just one moment. Three members of the
committee, in the views prepared by the late Judge Madison,
of Kansas, took the ground that the friar lands were not sub-
jeet to the limitafions and conditions as to quantity imposed
in section 15, but that under the law no sales of public lands
could be made to aliens. Still another report was signed by
Judge RUucker, who took the ground that the Judiciary Depart-
ment should be instrueted to institute proceedings to construe
this law. All four of these reports will be found with the pub-
lished hearings which were had before the Committee on In-
sular Affairs and which embrace some 1,300 or more closely
printed pages. But the point, Mr. Speaker, which I desire to
make and to emphasize is this: That each one of these reports
held that there was such diversity of opinion as to the true
meaning of section 65 that it was the duty of Congress to so
amend that section as to make its meaning entirely clear. In
that conclusion we all concurred.

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question there? If I understand the gentleman correctly, the
Filipino people did not object to the sale of the lands upon the
ground of inadequacy of price?

Mr. JONES. No.

Mr. BUTLER. It was because too much of the land was
being sold to certain individuals?
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Mr. JONES. Yes. The Filipinos take the ground that these
lands ought to be carefully preserved for the benefit and use
of the actual occupants and such other natives as may desire
to purchase them for homes. They are opposed to selling them
in large tracts to nonresident aliens. They believe that if this
is the proper policy to be pursued in respect to the lands ac-
quired from Spain it should be followed as to the lands pur-
chased from the friars. Indeed they hold, and not without
good reason, that if it is unwise to sell the 60,000,000 acres of
public lands in large quantities it is far more so to sell the
remaining 125,000 acres of friar lands in large quantities. The
commission, however, has taken a very different view of the
subject. It not only holds that it is legal, but that it is de-
sirable to sell these lands in large bodies to individuals. They
can not sell them in large quantities to corporations.

Mr. BUTLER. The friar lands?

Mr. JONES. There is another section of the organic act
which relates to the landholding of corporations. Section 75
declares that all corporations engaged in agriculture shall by
their charter be restricted to the ownership of not to exceed
1,024 hectares of land. No corporation engaged in agriculture
can, therefore, hold more than 1,024 heectares, or 2,500 acres,
of land no matter from whom acquired. There is no such
inhibition in the law as to individuals, and therefore the Philip-
pine Commission contends that it can sell the friar lands to
individuals in any quantities,

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. In a moment. I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. BI'ERLII\G Do you think there is any doubt of the
title to these three tracts of 56,000 acres? It seems to me that
section 65 expressly puts the friar lands under the same con-
dition as the public lands.

Mr. JONES. That is my contention.

Mr. STERLING. And if that be true, their title would be
bad.

Mr. JONES. I think the conclusion of the gentleman is cor-
rect. But the titles to the lands which have been disposed of
in quantities in excess of the restrictions of section 15 must be
decided in the courts. This bill does not undertake to disturb
those titles. It seeks to put a stop to further sales.

Mr. STERLING. Will the gentleman yield for another ques-
tion? Are these lands being disposed of at a profit?

Mr., JONES. The price of these lands has been fixed at
their cost plus the interest on the cost price and the cost of
administration. The Havemeyer people paid something over $6
per acre for the large tract sold them.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Gold or Mexican?

Mr. JONES. That inecludes the original cost of the land, 4
per cent interest up to the time of sale, and some cost of sur-
veying and administration. This is on the gold basis.

Mr. STERLING. Is the Government of the United States
responsible for the payment of the $7,000,0007

Mr., JONES. Not legally. There was a question 10 years
ago when the present law was under consideration as to whether
the United States was morally responsible inasmuoch as the
Philippine Government could not issue the bonds without the
authority of Congress, There were those who held that the
United States would in the circumstances be morally respon-
sible.

Mr. COOPER. If the gentleman will permit, the gentleman
from Illinois asked if the Unifed States is not responsible for
the redemption of these bonds, $7,000,000, and the gentleman
from Virginia said, “ Not legally.” 1Is not the Government of
the United States bound to see that there shall be no exploita-
tion of the Philippine Islands?

Mr, JONES. I think so. It seems to me that the Govern-
ment of the United States is bound to see that there is no ex-
ploitation. Now I will yield to the gentleman from Texas..

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. Joxes], with reference to the sale of
these lands to corporations, And in order to make my question
clear I am going to state what I understand to be the law with
reference to the sale of those lands, namely, that not more than
2,500 acres, as I understand it, can be sold to a corporation, but
it was held by the administration in the Philippine Islands that
that limitation did not apply to the friar lands., Is that true?

Mr. JONES. This is the truth about if, and it is what I
have been endeavoring to explain. The commission held that
the restrictions contained in section 15 as to the gale of public
lands did not apply either to corporations or individuals as to
friar lands; that it was not the intention of Congress to make
applieableto these landsthe limitations contained in that section.
But there is a section, section 75, which, as I have explained,

provides that no corporation engaged in agriculture shall be
permitted to hold over 2,500 acres of land. If it were not for
the fact that no corporation engaged in agriculture can, under
its charter, hold in excess of 2500 acres, 'the Philippine Com-
mission would have sold to corporations, as it has sold to in-
dividuals, friar lands without limitation as to guantity, It is
conceded by the commission that an agricultural corporation
can not hold land in excess of 2,600 acres.

Mr, SLAYDEN. I want to ask the gentleman if he does not
think that it would be a wise limitation if the corporations were
not permitted to buy land at all? Does he not believe it would
be a better plan to have the land and its uses reserved to
creatures of flesh and bleod and not to creatures of law?

Mr. JONES. I will be frank enough to say that I would
favor that policy. I think such a policy would be weleomed by
the Filipino people, but the object of this bill is simply to make
clear and definite the language in section 65.

I agree with the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Sterrixe] that
the limitations of section 15 apply to the friar lands as well as
to those acquired from Spain, but the Philippine Commission
holds otherwise. The purpose of this bill is not only to make
clear the intention of Congress, but to place upon the present
law the interpretation for which I contend.

It was my contention, and it was the contention of the other
five gentlemen who signed the minority report in the Sixty-first
Congress, and it is the contention of all of the majority mem-
bers of the committee in this Congress and of two of the minor-
ity members that the Philippine Commission erred in helding
that the limitations contained in section 15 did not apply to the
friar lands. Afier the four reports to which I have referred had
been presented to the House at the close of the Sixty-first Con-
gress the Secretary of War advised the Philippine Commission
that it should not dispose of the remainder of the friar lands in
large traets until Congress had been afforded the opportunity to
pass upon this question.

But the President has stated in a message which he recently
sent to Congress that it is his purpose to direct the Philippine
Commission to proceed to dispose of these lands fto individuals
in any quantities, and therefore it is imperative that Con-
gress take some action upon the subject, unless it is willing
that the remainder of the friar lands shall be sold to a few
American capitalists for purposes of exploitation,

Mr. NYE rose

Mr. JONES. I will yield to the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. NYE].

Mr. NYE. The gentleman has already cleared up a part of
the guestion I was going to ask with reference to the direc-
tion of the War Department. Was there any opinion rendered
by the Attorney General as to the question of the validity of
those sales?

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I had not intended to go into any
discussion of this legal question, since it was the opinion of
every member of the committee which investigated the action
of the Public Lands Bureau that in view of the great diversity
of opinion as to the proper construction to be placed upon the
language of section 65 Congress should be asked to make that
language so clear that it could not be misunderstood. The
attorney gcneral of the Philippines held that the restrictions of
gection 15 did not apply to the friar lands.

The Attorney General of the United States, Mr, Wickersham,
also gave an opinion to the same effect. But I ought to add, I
think, in justice to and out of respect for the Attorney General,
that I have reason to believe that when he wrote that opinion
he did not give to the subject the same consideration he would
have given had he known that the question was ““loaded.” It
was an opinion of which, I think, the Attorney General was not
particularly proud.

Mr. NORRIS. It was just a fact in the history of the thing
that I wished to have my recollection refreshed upon.

Mr. JONES. The legal question was gone into quite fully
by the Committee on Insular Affairs. In the report of the
hearings, which covers some fifteen hundred pages, the gentle-
man will find various legal opinions bearing on this subject.
But it is true that the attorney general of the Philippines and
the Attorney General of the United States held that the restric-
tions of section 15 did not apply to these friar lands. I have not
been able to agree with either of these distinguished lawyers as
to their construction of the section. But this bill, if passed by
Congress, will settle the question definitely and leave no room
for further discussion.

Now, just a word more in regard to this.

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Vir-
ginia yield to the gentleman from Iowa?
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Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. TOWNER. Just one question. I presume that it ought
to be brought out at this point. I presume the gentleman will
concede that this land ought to be sold without the limitations
unless Congress shall take. definite action in the matter, as con-
templated by this bill? y

Mr. JONES. It will be so sold. The Secretary of War in his
last annual report served notice upon Congress to that effect.
If Congress adjourns without passing this bill, there is no ques-
tion but that the Philippine Commission will be directed or
advised to proceed with the sale of the friar lands without
limitation as to quantity in the case of individual purchasers.

Ar, BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Vir-
ginia yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr, JONES. Yes.

Mr., BUTLER. It is not proposed, of course, to prohibit the
gale of these lands?

Mr. JONES. No.

Mr. BUTLER. The amount of land in each sale is to be
limited to 40 acres?

Mr. JONES. Yes; to individuals.

Mr, BUTLER. Now, is that an advantage to the Filipinos?

Mr. JONES. I think so.

Mr. BUTLER. In the judgment of the gentleman would this
land bring as much if sold in 40-acre tracts as by the thousand
acres, or so?

Mr. JONES. I am not prepared to answer this question. It
is possible that they could be sold for more if sold in large tracts
to wealthy aliens than they would bring if sold to the natives
in small tracts.

These lands are the inheritance of the people of the Philip-
pine Islands, and they are to a man opposed to their being sold
in large tracts. They are bitterly opposed to the establishment
of a system of absentee landlordism in the Philippines, and
nothing has so aroused the feelings of the Filipinos against our
Government as the sale of the San Jose tract to the Havemeyer
syndieate. The Philippine people have got to pay for these
lands, not the United States, and they desire that they shall be
sold to the occupants or other actual settlers in small quantities,
rather than to aliens in large bodies without regard to the price.

Mr. SULZER. Mr, Speaker, may I ask, Have the Filipinos
expressed themselves by action of their assembly?

AMr, JONES. I am not sure about that, but I do know that
they have expressed their opposition in many other ways; that
many important bodies in the Philippines have protested against
these sales. Both of the Philippine commissioners to this
country have expressed themselves as opposed to the policy of
exploitation which has been pursued as to these lands. One
of them represents the Progresista and the other the Nacion-
alista party. There is abselutely no division of sentiment in
the Philippines on this subject.

Mr. FOWLER rose.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman yield to
ihe gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. JONES. Now, Mr. Speaker, I do not know that there
is anything more to be said unless some gentleman desires to
ask me a question.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER. Do the hearings disclose any evidence as to
how much these lands would bring if sold in 40-acre tracts?

Mr. JONES. They have been selling all of these lands for
what they cost, with the interest and administration charges
added. They have fixed that as the price.

Alr. BUTLER. I have not seen the hearings, and the whole
subject is new to me. I am imposing upon the patience of the
gentleman.

Ar. JONES. That is the rule that has been adopted for the
disposition of the lands,

Mr. BUTLER. I respect the sentiments of the Filipino; at
the same time, if these lands will bring more money when sold
in larger lots, I should like to see as good a price obtained
as it is possible to obtain, other things being equal.

AMr. JONES. If the Filipino people, who must raise the
money to pay off the bonds scld to purchase these lands, are a
unit in opposing their sale in large bodies, does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania think the Congress of the United States
ought to say that it knows better than they do what their
interests are, and that if the lands will bring more if sold to
the Sugar Trust or its associates, they ought to be so dis-
posed of?

Mr. BUTLER. Knowing as little as I do about the subject
1 should be inclined to respect the wishes of the Filipinos.

Mr. JONES. I am glad the gentleman takes that view of it.

Mr. FOWLER. I am very much interested in this discussion,
because it is a new subject to me. I am anxious to know
whether any other people or organization of any kind have any
interest in these lands, except the Philippine Government,

Mr. JONES. No; not in the public lands or in these friar
lands. The act of July 1, 1902, provided that the publie lands,
some 60,000,000 acres, about 20,000,000 acres of which are agri-
cultural lands, should be administered and disposed of for the
benefit of the Philippine people. I do not care to take up the
time of the House in going into an explanation as to how and
why the friar lands were acquired; but there were some 420,000
acres of land in the Philippine Islands which were held by three
religious bodies—the Augustinians, the Dominicans, and the
Recolletos. Those orders had become very unpopular prior to
American occupation. The holding of these lands was largely
responsible for bringing about the revolution of 1006, which re-
sulted in a great many of the friars being killed and many
others being driven into the city of Manila; so that when we
came in possession of the islands we found “there a political
and agrarian question which threatened to frustrate all at-
tempts at the pacification of the islands. Gov. Taft came
to the United States early in 1902 and appeared before the
Committee on Insular Affairs and urged that Congress author-
ize the Philippine Government to purchase these lands from
the friars, in order to settle this disturbing agrarian question.
The lands have been purchased. There were living on these
lands some 16,000 families, representing about 160,000 people.
These people were all tenants of the friars. Some pertions of
the lands were sparsely settled and were used for grazing pur-
poses. The commission has been selling these lands in small
quantities, not exceeding 40 acres, to occupants and other indi-
viduals, but not being able to dispose of them as rapidly as was
desired in small tracts, the Government reversed its policy and
offered the unoccupied lands in large bodies to individuals for
the avowed purpose of securing the money with which to retire
the bonds sold to purchase them. This is the only reason that
has ever been advanced for selling these lands in large bodies,
and this in the face of the fact that the proceeds of the so-called
public lands can be devoted to the retirement of these bonds
just as well as the proceeds of the friar lands. The Filipinos
contend that there is no need to sell these lands over their
%og;st, in order to secure the money to pay off friar-land

nds.

Mr. FOWLER. If I understand correctly, these lands were
purchased from these different societies in pursuance of this
act.

Mr. JONES. They were purchased under the authority con-
ferred in the act of July 1, 1902,

Mr. FOWLER. How many acres were there in all?

Mr. JONES. There were supposed to be about 420,000 acres.
Probably there were not quite that many; but when the time
came to sell them it turned out, and that has never been satis-
factorily explained, that there were very valuable estaies on
the Pasig River near Manila, one containing 8,000 acres of land,
which the friars said they would not sell. There were a great
many tenants upon these lands and yet they were never included
in the purchases from the friars. So only 388,000 acres of land
altogether were purchased. The gentleman will remember, for
it is an historical fact, that Mr. Taft was sent to Rome by
President Roosevelt to negotiate the purchase of all the holdings
of the friars in order to remove the agrarian question, which
was supposed to stand in the way of pacification. It was par-
ticularly important that the occupied lands should be pur-
chased, and yet several estates that were thickly settled were
not included in the purchase, whilst several large estates
sparsely settled were purchased.

Mr. FOWLER. Will the gentleman state the greatest num-
pber of acres that have been sold and transferred to one cor-
poration?

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. That has all been gone over
and explained this morning and is in the RECORD.

Mr. JONES. The San Jose estate of 56,200, which was cold
to Messrs. Havemeyer, Senff, and Welch, It was this sale which
aroused the indignation of the Filipinos and led, as I have
stated, to the investigation ordered by this House.

Mr. FOWLER. What does the gentleman's bill propose as
to the limitation of the number of acres to be sold?

Mr. JONES. The bill which I had the honor to introduce
and which we are now considering provides in effect that the
land shall not be sold to individuals in excess of 40 acres or
to corporations in excess of 2,500 acres, the same limitations
which apply to the sale of the 60,000,000 acres of public lands
in the islands. The committee can see no reason why these
very rich lands should be sold in larger quantities than the
60,000,000 acres of other lands in the islands.
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Mr. FOWLER. Does the gentleman think it is good policy
to sell real estate to corporations?

Mr. JONES. I have already stated in reply to a question by
the gentleman from Texas that I thought it would be the better
policy to confine all sales to bona fide settlers, but it is not
the purpose of this bill to change the organic law as to the
holdings of public lands by corporations. This bill has but
one object. :

Mr. FOWLER, Does not the gentleman think it is good
policy to limit real estate holdings of corporations to that

" which is necessary to carry on the business connected with the
corporation?

Mr. JONES. I do; but the people who wish to go into the
sugar business contend that it requires at least 5,000 acres to
supply a sugar centrales.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BeALL of Texas).
time of the gentleman from Virginia has expired. .

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the gentleman be
given time to conclude his remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania asks that the gentleman from Virginia may conclude his
remarks. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. If the gentleman will
yield—
Mr. JONES. T yield.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. I think it was stated in the
papers that the Attorney General of the United States wrote
an opinion approving that sale and saying that it was legal.

Mr. JONES. The Attorney General did write an opinion fo
that effect; but, as I have said, it was not a very carefully con-
sidered opinion. His apologists said he did not kmow when
called upon to give his opinion that the question was “ loaded.”
However, in justice to him, I will say that he subsequently
undertook to fortify this opinion in another and more elaborate

;o
pal?ler. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL, The information that I want
is under what law or provision of law was the matter referred
to the Attorney General of the Unifted States to write an
opinion on.

Mr, JONES. Somebody in the Insular Affairs Bureau asked
him to give an opinion, I suppose.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Did it come up in a legal
way, or was it voluntary?

Mr. JONES. I think he was told that it was very desirable
to sell the friar lands to individuals in quantities in excess of
40 acres and was asked if it could not be legally done. I do
not at this moment recall exactly how the question happened to
be raised. My recollection is that some New York lawyer rep-
resenting Messrs, Havemeyer, Senff, and Welch, requested the
Insular Affairs Bureau to procure the opinion of the Attorney
General. These people were not willing to purchase the San
Jose estate until they had secured from the Attorney General
an opinion to the effect that the Philippine Commission or the
bureau of public lands had the right to sell it. In other words,
they wished fo know if the limitations of section 15 of the or-
ganie law applied to the friar lands, 3

Mr. MICHAEL BE. DRISCOLL. I suppose the Insular Gov
ernment has the power to manage those affairs itself, without
reference to the Government at Washington—that is, with refer-
ence to the sale of those lands.

Mr. JONES. No. The Philippine Government is authorized
to prescribe the terms upon which the public lgnds shall be
sold, but it can not sell public lands to individuals in excess of
40 acres to one individual, and the committee is of the opinion
that the same is true of the friar lands. Indeed, the Philippine
Commission at one fime was of this opinion. In 1904 it enacted
what is known as the friar-lands bill, in which it was provided
that the friar lands should be disposed of under the limitations
specified in section 15; that is to say, in quantities not in ex-
cess of 40 acres to individuals. Subsequently, in the year 1908,
this act of the Philippine Commission was so amended as fo
permit sales of any number of acres of friar lands to individ-
uals. It is the contention of the Committee on Insular Affairs
that this act was in contravention of the organic law, and
therefore of no validity.

Mr, MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Mr. Speaker, I do not think
the gentleman has yet explained under what provision of the
organic act or any other law the Attorney General of the
Ul]lited States got jurisdiction to pass upon the validity of that
sale.

Mr. JONES. I will endeavor again to do so. Some people
in New York, as I have said, sent a man named Poole out to the
islands to look for sugar lands. When he got out there he
learned that corporations engaged in agriculture could not hold

more than 2,500 acres of land. He was advised, however, that
it was the opinion of the bureau of public lands that the friar
lands could be sold to individuals in any quantities. He re-
ported these things to his prineipals in New York, and they in
turn referred the question to the Insular Affairs Bureau in
this city. The Attorney General was then asked for his opinion.

Mr. MICHAEL E, DRISCOLL. By whom?

Mr, JONES. Just a moment. If I remember correctly, the
attorney for Messrs, Havemeyer, Senff, and Welch came to this
city and conferred with the Chief of the Insular Affairs Bureau,
who, at his request, agreed to secure an opinion from the At-
torney General.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Would not that question in
the first instance come up to the law officer of the Insular Gov-
ernment in the Philippine Islgnds?

Mr. JONES. It did come up to him and he also passed

upon it.

Mr. MICHAEL E, DRISCOLL. In what way did he pass
upon it?

Mr. JONES. As the Attorney General of the United States
did.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. In the same way?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr., MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Did he refer the question
over to the Attorney General of the United States?

Mr. JONES. No, sir.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Did he refer it over to Gen.
Edwards? .

Mr, JONES. No. The Attorney General was requested by
the Chief of the Bureau of Insular Affairs to give his opinion.
This request was made, as I have already stated, at the instance
of an attorney who represented 'the New York capitalists, and
who was not willing to advise his clients to purchase the San
Jose estate in the absence of an opinion from the Attorney
General of the United States to the effect that such a sale
would be legal. It is perfectly clear to my mind that this at-
torney realized that there was grave doubt as to the right of
the Philippine Government to sell any part of the friar lands in
excess of 40 acres to one individual.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Joxes] has refreshed his memory, as it occurs to me, very
accurately concerning how it came about that the Attorney
General gave this opinion. I sought to refresh the gentleman’s
memory about that as preliminary to asking a question which
might cause him to refresh his memory in respect to another
subject, which is this—TI speak now from a visit that I made
to the Philippine Islands, talking with the wvarious factions
there, as well as for a time being a member of the Committee
on Insular Affairs and hearing the testimony—the gentle-
man has spoken about the protest of the Filipinos against the
sale of great bodies of land. Now, I want to ask the gentle-
man if it is not truoe that the same objection to the sale of
large quantities of land applies to the sale of any lands to
Americans. Is it not true that the opinion of the representa-
tive from the Philippines was that as long as Congress allowed
the lands to be sold to the Americans just so long was the
postponement of independence, because the United States wonld
be interested in protecting the capital invested there by her
citizens, and so is not the objection to the sale of small quanti-
ties of land to Americans equal to the sale of large quantities
of land for that reason and for that reason alone?

Mr. JONES. I can not assent to the gentleman's proposi-
tion as a whole. There is a strong sentiment in the Philippine
Islands against the sale of these lands in large quantities to
citizens of the United States because the Filipinos believe that
such sales will operate against granting them their independ-
ence. They are opposed to selling them in large bodies, either
to natives or to foreigners. They hold that it is to their in-
terest that the lands shall be held in small tracts by actual
settlers.

One of the Philippine Commissioners to this country does
hold that under the language of section 15 of the organic act
no publie lands can be sold to aliens. In this opinion he is by
no means alone, Indeed, it seems to me that the language of
section 15 is too plain to admit of any doubt upon this point.
It is in these words:

That the Government of the Philippine Islands is hereby authorized
and empowered on such terms us it may prescribe by general legislation
to provide for the granting or sale and conveyance to actual occupants
and settlers and other citizens of the said islands such parts and
portions of said public domain, etc.

Now, mark these words: The public lands can only be sold
“to actual occupants and settlers and other citizens of the said
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islands.” Tt seems to me that language could hardly be made
plainer than this. I do not believe that any sale of these lands
to an alien is a valid sale, but that guestion is not involved in
this bill. The sole purpose of this bill is to prevent the sale of
the friar lands in large quantities to anybody, native or alien.
But before I leave this subject I wish to state that the report
which was presented to the House at the last session of the
Sixty-first Congress, signed by Messrs. Madison, HuBarp, and
Davis, maintains that the Pihilippine Government is without
authority to sell an acre of the public lands to an alien.
The opinion expressed in this report, which was written by the
late Judge Madison, is based upon the language of section 15,
which I have quoted. So that the Philippine Resident Commis-
sioner, whose views have been referred to, is in good company
when he contends that the Philippine Government is acting
without warrant of law in selling the publie lands to foreigners.

Mr. BUTLER. That construction is possible.

Mr. JONES. I firmly believes that is the correct one.

Mr., BUTLER. Then the title to these lands sold would not
be good, I suggest.

My, JONES. It is not good for the reason they have heen
sold to aliens and for the additipnal reason that they have been
sold ‘n guantities in excess of the limitations prescribed by the
act of Congress. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. RuckEer]
took the ground in the separate report which he alone signed
that resort should be kad to the courts to settle the legal gunes-
tions in dispute. It is not clear just how such a proceeding
could be instituted, but Congress can and, in my judgment
should, legislate upoa the subject and settle it definitely and for
all time. :

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman having just men-
tioned that I signed a separate report, will he allow me a
moment?

Mr. JONES.
gition.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Except that I elaborated a little
bit to the effect that I believed it was in the interect of the
Filipinos to have those lands sold to Americans. I do not be-
lieve that the lands ought to be sold to anybody else, because they
were under our protection, and the more Jands sold to Americans
the more protection the Filipinos would get, and I referred to
the faet, if not in that report on some other occasion, that on
my visit to the Philippines and seeing how much money we
had expended and the great benefit to the Filipinos coming
from the money we were expending from year to year there,
that the Filipino was getting the benefit of. I talked to the
greatest insurrecto over there—Dr. Dominico Gomez—and in
talking with him in favor of independence, he said that they
wanted independence, they wanted nationality, whether it was
in 15 or 20 years, which was but a minute in the life of a nation,
and I agreed with him, and I want to say in this connection,
because I have an engagement and have to go, so the gentleman
will pardon me for saying this: That I said to him, “Then
you want our troops fo get right away from here and we turn
the government over to the Filipinos?” Ile said, “ Yes; that is
what we want.”

“Well,” said I, “suppose that Japan or some other nation
would come down here and want to take our place?” *“Oh,”
he says, “we do not want that done.” Then I said to him,
“You just want to call us up on the telephone and have our
Army come back over here and take it away from this nation
that had taken it from you?” He said, “As great a Nation as
you are and as much as you have done for us, certainly that is
what we expect you to do.”

Mr. JONES. I would like to ask the gentleman if the Dr.
Dominico Gomez from whom he has quoted is not the Dr. Gomez
who was expelled from the Philippine Assembly?

Mr. BUTLER. Was it not about right?

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I believe this man does spend a
Jarge part of his time in jail, but he represents that class of
the Filipinos that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes] is
now talking for.

Mr. JONES. I beg the gentleman's pardon. The Filipinos
who constitute the membership of the assembly expelled him
from that body. 7

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Is that the one they call Dr.
Gomez?

Mr. JONES. Yes. I wish to say further in reply to the state-
ment made by the gautleman from Colorado [Mr. Rucker] that
there are two political parties in the Philippines—one the
Nacionalista and the other the Progresista. Of the elective
assembly 15 of its members belong to the Progresista Party and
the remainder belong to the Nacionalista Party. One of the
Resident Commissioners fo this country is Mr. LacArpA and
the other Mr. Qurzon, the former being a member of the Pro-

I think I correctly stated the gentleman’s po-

gresista and the latter a member of the Nacionalista Party.
Mr. Laganpa was nominated by the Philippine Commission and
Mr. Quezon by the assembly. They and the parties which they
respectively represent are opposed to the sale of the friar lauds
in large bodies. There is mo division of sentiment among
Filipinos upon this subject. ’

Dr. Dominico Gomez is an agitator. He does not belong to
either party. He is in no sense a representative Filipino, and
he is almost the last Filipino whose views should be quoted upon
any subject relating to the Philippines,

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. He is a party all by himself?
: Mr. JONES. He is a party all by himself and always has

een.

Mr. KINDRED. I have not been able to follow the full ex-
planation of the Dbill as presented by the gentleman, but I
would like to ask if the chief object of the bill is not to re-

-strict the sixty millions or more of the public lands in the Phil-

ippines to the same conditions as regards their sale as the or-
ganic law now prescribes for the sale of other lands to aliens?

Mr. JONES. No; it is quite the reverse of that. The organic
law restricts the sale of the 60,000,000 acres of public lands.
It does not permit those lands to be sold to individuals in ex-
cess of 40 acres or to corporations in excess of 2,500 acres.

My contention and that of the Insular Affairs Committee is,
that the friar lands are subject to the same restrictions as the
public lands, and that they can not be sold in larger quantities
than the so-called public lands can be sold.

Mr. NYE. The gentleman has kindly explained that four
times.

Mr. JONES. Yes; I have repeatedly made this statement.

Mr. KINDRED. I thank the gentleman. Did I understand
him to quote Mr. Quezon, representing a majority from th
Philippines, as in favor of this measure? ;

Mr. JONES. He is in favor of this measure. I do not
care to take up any more of the time of the House in explain-
ing this measure. No good is to be accomplished in discussing
the purely legal questions involved. As to them there is wide
difference of opinion. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OrystED] holds one view and I hold another and a very differ-
ent view. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. STERLING] seems
to agree with the construction which I place on the langnage of
section 65. It is for Congress to decide what its intention was
in respect to the disposition of the friar lands as that intention
is expressed in section 65.

I believe that the Philippine Government, as I have en-
deavored to point out, has violated the organic act in two
important particulars. This bill seeks to make the law so
plain as to one of them that there can be no room for honest
doubt in the future.

Mr. TILSON. May I interrupt the gentleman there?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Vir-
ginia yield to the gentleman from Connecticut?

Mr. JONES. Yes. I shall be very glad to yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. TILSON. Does it matter, so far as this House is econ-
cerned, whether one construction of that section is correct or
the other? 1Is it not rather the business of this House to de-
termine whether or not such restrictions as are now applied
under section 15 of the law should be applied to the 3S8,000
acres of the friar lands?

Mr. JONES. I agree entirely with the gentleman.

Mr. TILSON. It simply makes the 385,000 acres of the
friars' lands subject to the limitations that apply to 'the
60,000,000 other acres of public lands in the Philippine Islands.

Mr. JONES. That is just what it does. I am of the opinion,
as I have said, that those resirictions now apply to the friar
lands. Other gentlemen think differently. There are some who
think that the 40-acre limitation is too small, but that is a ques-
tion with which this bill does not attempt to deal.

Mr. TILSON. Is not the only question that we are to pass
upon here the question, Is it right and proper that we should
fix that limitation upon the disposition of the remainder of the
friars’ lands?

Mr. JONES. Yes. In effect that is the only question, And
yet some gentlemen may be influenced in passing upon that
question by what they believe the law now te be. There are
some who think the limit should be raised from 40 to 80 acres,
and others believe that 100 acres would not be too much to sell
to a single individual. I doubt if anybody agrees with the
Philippine Commission that it should be permitted to sell all
that remains of the friar lands to one individual.

Mr. COOPER and Mr. MANN rose.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To whom does the gentleman
yield?
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Mr, JONES. I will yield first to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Maxn], and then I will be glad to yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr, CooPer].

Mr. MANN. Where you change the words * public property ”
to *public domain,” is that a matter of form, or a matter of
substance? [Laughter.]

Mr. JONES. I had not thought it was a matter of subsiance;
but the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OnmsteEp] did not
agree with me, and therefore I propese to substitute the word
“domain ” for the word “ property.”

Now I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. COOPER. As to the number of acres that ought to be
sold to an individual or to a corporation, was it not testified by
competent witnesses that an acre of those friar lands, the rich-
est in the islands, is as good as 2 acres, or even more, in this
country in productivity?

Mr. JONES. I think the testimony was to the effect that
it was equal to 4.

* Mr. COOPER. Yes; some of them said that it was as good
as 4.

Mr. JONES. I think the Governor General of the islands, the
Hon. William H. Taft, testified that it was equal to 4 in pro-
ductivity.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. So that by selling the Filipino 40 acres
of that friar land you sell him practically the equivalent of 160
acres of our average farm lands. And those witnesses testified
also, as did Mr. Taft, now President, that 40 acres is more than
the average Filipino would cultivate the year round.

Mr. JONES. On that point I should like to say that the
committee report quotes from the annual report of Secretary
Worcester, who is not only a member of the commission, but is
the secretary of the interior, and these lands are all adminis-
tered under his direction. This is what he says in his report:

The average area of homestead applied for has been a trifle more
than 11 hectares, which is doubtless far more than the average man
will be able to cultivate.

Secretary Worcester, who practically administers the friar
lands, and who wants to gell them in guantities of 100,000 acres
if he can find a purchaser, says in his report that the average
area of homesteads applied for has been a trifle more than 11
hectares, 5 hectares less than the maximum limit fixed in the
law.

Mr. COOPER. Eleven hectares would be about 30 acres.

Mr. JONES. Which, according to Secretary Worcester, is
more than the average man will be able to cultivate. It seems
to me that if what Secretary Worcester says in his report is
true, there is no need of raising the limit above what it now is.

There has been a good deal of discussion as to what was the
understanding of the various members of the Committee on
Insular Affairs as to the meaning of the language of section
65 when the act of July 1, 1902, was being considered in the
House. At that time the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Coorer] was the chairman of the Committee on Insular Affairs,
and I wish to ask him if it was not understood when section 65
was framed that it made the sale of the friar lands subject to
the limitations fixed in section 157 He had much to do with
framing the bill and no Member of Congress is better qualified
to say what it contained. But for the fact that there has been
considerable controversy over this, I would not appeal to the
gentleman to state what his understanding was.

I maintain, and have always maintained. that it was the
understanding of the Committee on Insular Affairs and of
Congress that the limitations which applied to the public lands
applied also to the friar lands. I have before me the Cox-
GRESSIONAL Recorp containing the speech which I made when
the bill was before the House. I was at that time the ranking
minority member of this committee, and I spoke at considerable
length upon that bill. I wish to call the attention of the House
1o the language which I used at that tiine in reference to this
very matter. I said then:

.What I particularly desire that the House shall know is this: These
friar lands are the finest in the Philippine Islands, most of them lying
adjacent or near to the city of Manila. The commission has authority
to Issue bonds and buy them, and after they are purchased they are to
be held and treated as other public lands.

I made that statement on the floor of this House. It was not
challenged by the chairman of the Committee on Insular Affairs,
It was not questioned by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OrmsteEp], who is now the ranking minority member of the
committee. I wish to ask the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Coorer|, who, as T have said, was then chairman of the com-
mittee, if there was ever a doubt expressed as to the correctness
of the construction placed by me upon the language of section
657 I would like to ask him if that was not the construction
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which he placed upon it, and if it ever occurred to him that it
was susceptible of any other construction?

Mr. COOPER. Of course, Mr. Chairman, that was the un-
derstanding. I never so much as imagined that anybody would
claim that there was any different understanding until I read
what Gen. Edwards, of the Bureau of Insular Affairs, said.
And yet he himself had urged upon me many times that there
ought to be an enlargement of the area fixed by the statute of
1902, and I had refused many times. I said I did not believe
that there ought to be larger amounts of land sold by the Phil-
ippine Government to any individual or corporation. Not only
this, but anybody who knows the object of those sections of
the statute which relate to the friar lands and to other public
lands in the islands will understand that that must have been
the intention of the committee. The object of the statute was
to prevent the exploitation of the islands, and therefore the act
of 1802 provided that where land was held in such large quan-
tities by corporations, associations, religious bodies, or by in-
dividuals as to be detrimental to the welfare of the Filipino
people, then the Philippine Government could take it by con-
demnation proceedings. Does anybody suppose that Congress
intended the law to authorize the Philippine Government to take
400,000 acres of land away from the friars because it was a
larger amount than ought to be held by an assoeciation and
afforded opportunity for exploitation, and then at the same
time intended to authorize the Philippine Government fo turn
around and sell that land to an individual, Mr. Poole, who
went there as the agent for Mr. Havemeyer, a nephew of the
great king of the Sugar Trust? Does anybody suppose that?
No member of that committee ever in my hearing suggested
such a thing. When I get an opportunity to talk about this
I think I shall be able to show that some individuals of promi-
nence in this Government understood the intention of Congress
and the law of 1902 itself to be as I have indicated. /

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield for one
question?

Mr. JONES. T will.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. The committee saw fit to put a
limitation of 2,500 acres on the amount of land that a corpora-
tion could acquire from any source, Why did not the com-
mittee see fit to put a limitation upon the amount of land that
an individual could acquire?

Mr. COOPER. They did, and under any fair construction of
the statute that will be so held——

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Sixteen hectares.

Mr. COOPER. If any man is so technical as to forget the
reason for which the statute was enacted, the abuse that it was
intended to suppress, if he will be so very technical as to thwart
the intention and spirit of the law, he will contend that it
does not prohibit the selling of more than 16 hectares to an
individual.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That is exactly what was done,
and the records show that these large tracts of land were not
purchased by corporations but by individuals,

Mr. COOPER. Any fair construction of the statute will
agree with that put upon it by Mr. Moorefield Story, of the city
of Boston, in replying to the Attorney General. Mr. Story,
one of the leaders of the Boston bar, declares that a proper
construction of the statute—any construction which would
carry out its intent and do away with the evil which it was
intended to suppress—must mean that an individual could not
buy 200,000 acres from the Philippine Government, while a cor-
poration was limited to only 2,500 acres, because there can be as
great exploitation by selling an individual 200,000 acres as by
selling it to a corporation.

Mr. JONES, Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman from Wis-
consin is laboring under a misapprehension as to the position
of his colleague [Mr. Morse]. Section 15 does limit the amount
that the individual can purchase to 40 acres. :

Mr. MORSE of Wisgconsin. From the Government,

Mr. JONES. From the Government; it also limits the
amount which a corporation can purchase from the Government
to 2,500 acres. Section 75 declares that every corporation en-
gaged in agriculture shall by its charter be restricted to the
ownership of not to exceed 2,500 acres of land, no matter how
or from whom acquired.

Now, the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Morse] wants to
know why the organic law did not provide, or rather he claims
that the organic law ought to have provided, that no individual
could acquire more than 16 hectares of land from any source.
His position, as I understand it, is that no individuoal in the
Philippines should be permitted to acquire from any source
more agricultural land than he can actually cultivate,
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Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. No; I think some limitation shounld
be put on the amount of land that an individual counld hold. I
can see no reason for preventing a corporation from holding 2,500
acres of land and then permitting the stockholders and directors
to acquire 100,000 acres of land. I insist that as long as that
was not put in the organic act—— ;

Mr. JONES. Acquired how?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Acquired in any way.

Mr. JONES. I understand the gentleman’s position. Under
the law no agricultural cerporation can hold more than 2,500
acres. The gentleman thinks the law should also limit the
holdings of an individual. The gentleman’s position is that the
law should limit to the holdings of the individuals as well as
corporations, no matter from whom those holdings are acquired.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. My position is that this law which
you now bring before the House ought to make that provision.

Mr, JONES. The gentleman complains of the organic law,
because it does not limit the holdings of individuals in any
lands.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin, Yes.

Mr. JONES. I had very little to do with the framing of the
organic law. I imagine one of the reasons of those who drafted
the law for not so limiting the holdings of individuals, was that
no such provision would stand the test of the courts. I doubt
if Congress has the power to say that one individual can not
acquire more than a certain nnmber of acres of land. It can
say how the public lands shall be disposed of, and it can say
that corporations which it creates shall be restricted by their
charters in the amount of their land holdings, as is done every
day in the Stales, but I seriously doubt if Congress can say that
no individual in the Philippines can hold more than 100 acres
of land. There are many individvoals in the Philippines who
owned large tracts of land long prior to American occupation,
Can the Government confiscate their lands? The Government
can say, *“ We will not sell more than 40 acres of public land to
an individual.” T doubt, however, if it is competent for Con-
gress or the Philippine Government to say to a Filipino who
owns 40 acres of Jand that he ean not sell it to a neighbor, be-
cause that neighbor already owns 5 acres; that he ean only sell
him as mueh as 85 acres.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will pardon
me, I want to say that I did not understand the query of my
collengue. I thought he was speaking of the law of 1902—
the organic act. What I meant to say was that the organie
aect, properly construed, prohibited the Philippine Government
from selling to an individual more than 16 hectares of land.

AMr. JONES. The contention of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. CooPEr] is exaetly mine, that the restrictions of sec-
tion 15 apply to the friar lands as well as to the public lands.

He can not understand any more than I can why sales of
the 60.000,000 acres of the public lands should be restricted
to 40 acres to individuals, and the commission be given a free
hand in the sale of the comparatively small amount of friar
lands. There are now only some 125,000 acres of these lands
undisposed of, and why there should be such a desire on the
part of the commission to sell them over the universal protest
of the Filipinos in large tracts to aliens is incomprehensible
to me.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. OLMSTED. Can the gentleman see no difference be-
tween imposing conditions upon the sale of 60.000.000 acres
of land belonging to the Government of the United States, and
which the Government of the United States permits the Philip-
pine Government to sell for its own benefit, and pntting re-
strietions upon lands which were private lands when we ac-
quired the Philippines and which the Philippine people pur-
chnsed with their own money and which this bill would pre-
vent them from selling? ¢

Mr. JONES. I can not. The public lands, as well as the
friar lands, are the property of the Philippine people. Every
dollar realized from their sales goes into the insular treasury.
If it is a bad policy to permit a Filipino to own more than
40 acres of public lands, it must be equally bad to permit him
to own more than 40 acres of friar lands. Surely the gentle-
man will not contend that the wisdom or the unwisdom of an
individual owning more than 40 acres of Government lands
ghould be made to depend upon how the Government acquired

those lands.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado.
man yield?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

AMr. RUCKER of Colorado. T want the gentleman to under-
stand that I am not approaching this subject in any factious
gpirit. The fact is I do not know but that I shall vote for the

gentleman's bill, but I want him to make out the strongest
case that he has; and, therefore, to refresh the gentleman’s
recollection again in respect to the fact that a judge over there,
contrary to the opinion of the Attorney General, in determin-
ing one of the cases before him decided, as I understand, ex-
actly as the gentleman’s contention here, to which decision the
gentleman has not yet referred. I think it is the strongest
feature he has in his case at the present time.

Mr. JONES. I think that is true. I thank the gentleman for
calling my attention to this decision.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. In that same connection the
gentleman, I think, did not answer my guestion as to what
was the consensus of opinion over there with reference to the
inevstment of Ameriean capital, and I desire to call his atten-
tion to the guestion I asked of Mr. QUEzoN upon that subject
and his reply thereto. It is as follows:

Mr. Rucker of Colorado. After all, Mr. Qurzox, Is it not a fact, In
your judgment and the opinions you have been able to get from others,
that the test objection to the investment of American cnyltni over .
there is that it will postpone the independence of the islands?

Mr. QuezoN. Without any question. In that connection I should
gtate that the material development of the Philippine Islands would
be better promoted if Conﬁnﬂ were to declare the intentlon of the
United States toward the ippines. The tronble is that the Fili-
plnos think they are ing to get independence to-da{ or to-morrow
or In a few years, while some people believe they will never get it,
and the Filipinos are, in fact, in some way or another trying to prevent
any more investmenfs in the islands until Congress has declared the
policy of this Government with regard to the Philippines.

Is there any better opinion which has been given to the com-
mittee than that of the representative here of tlie Filipino
people, Mr. QUEZON?

Mr. JONES. I think not, and therefore I have said as clearly
and as frankly as I could that there were two reasons, as I
understand it, why the Filipinos are opposed to the sale of
these lands in unlimited quantities. One is that they fear if
American capital shall be largely invested in Philippine lands
that ecapital will oppose granting them their independence.
They believe, and not without reason, that the exploitation of
their country by American capitalists will postpone indefinitely,
if not forever, the granting of their independence. That is one
reason why the Filipinos are opposed to the sale of the friar
lands of the Havemeyers and Senffs of the United States in
large bodies. Another reason is that they believe that the own-
ership of the lands by native farmers in small bodies, rather
than by a few foreign capitalists in immense fracts, will be
promotive of the very best interests of the islands. They do
not believe that the financial conditions of the islands are
such as to make it necessary, or even desirable, to sell the
remainder of the friar lands in large bodies to alien eapital-
ists. Of the $7,000,000 bonds, $5,000,000 are provided for by a
sinking fund. The remainder can easily be taken care of out
of the general revenues of the islands. Both of the Resident
Philippine Commissioners to this country, representing the two
political parties of the islands, and voicing the universal senti-
ment of the Filipino people, oppese the selling of these lands
in large bodies, and Congress should respect their wishes. The
only people in the United States who have any interest in this
question are a few men who desire to purchase these lands
in order to produce the 300,000 tons of sugar which are ad-
mitted to our markets free of duty.

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES, I will yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
first and then to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. OLMSTED. 1 merely wanted to ask the gentleman this
question. The gentleman from Virginia has referred to the
other Resident Commissioner, Mr. Lecarpa. I would like to
ask when and where he ever declared in favor of restricting
the sale of these friar lands to 40-acre tracts?

Mr, JONES. I will say to the gentleman that I have had a
great many conversations with Mr. LecarDA on this subject. I
know, therefore, that he feels the deepest and keenest interest
in the passage of this measure, and that he bolds that the ex-
ploitation of these lands will be most detrimental to the best
interests of the Filipino people. I will state further, and I am
not betraying any confidence, that within the last few weeks Mr,
Lrcarpa has said to me that rumors have reached him to the
effect that notwithstanding the statement of the Secretary of
War that no further lands would be sold in large quantities
until Congress had acted, the commission is actually disposing
of them in large bodies. He is much exercised over the matter,

Mr. OLMSTED. If that is true, the gentleman has kept his
anxiety very private.

Mr., JONES. He has not from me.

Mr. OLMSTED. He has not appeared before the committee.

Mr. JONES. No; he did not. He was not asked to appear
before the committee. .

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?




1912,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

0695

Mr, JONES, Yes.

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman tell the committee how
much of these lands can be disposed of by the commission;
how much of the 125,000 acres can the commission dispose of
as a commission? That is, how much of this land is in non-
Christian territory so that it may be within the disposition of
the commission alone?

Mr. JONES.: I can not; the bulk of it is in the Christian
provinces. I understand from Mr. Quezox that there is a
considerable body in Nueva Viscaya, one of the non-Christian
provinces and that the remainder is in Christian provinces.

Mr. TOWNER. The large bulk of the 125,000 acres that
are to be affected by this bill are within the Christian provinces,
isitnot?

Mr. JONES. The largest body is in the non-Christian
province of Nueva Viscaya, amounting to something less than
50,000 acres. :

Mr. TOWNER. And the commission have no power to dis-
pose of any lands that are within Christian provinces? Is not
that true?

Mr, JONES. When I speak of the commission, I mean the
secretary of the interior, under whose department the land laws
are administered. He is a member of the commission and
I presume acts with the approval of the commission. The
interior department disposes of the lands wherever situated.

Mr. TOWNER. Of the Filipino people themselves——

Mr. JONES. Let me explain.

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr, JONES. The legislature has enacted two or three acts
relating to the disposition of the friar lands, and the secretary
of the interior and the director of public lands have been dis-
posing of them under what I conceive to be an erroneous inter-
pretation of the organic law. The bureau of public lands is a
bureau of the interior department, and it disposes of the public
Jands wherever those lands are located, whether they be in
Christian or non-Christian provinces, The Philippine Com-

mission legislates exclusively for the non-Christian provinces.

The Philippine Government is such a complicated and anomalous
affair that we are very apt to become confused in discussing
these matters. I think the aect of the Philippine Legislature
passed in 1908, is in conflict with the provisions of the act of
Congréss of 1902, and I have the best of reasons for believing
that it was passed by the assembly under a misapprehension.
As soon as the assembly learned that the secretary of the in-
terior was proceeding to sell the friar lands to individuals in
tracts in excess of 40 acres, it passed an act repealing the act
of 1908 and asked the concurrence of the commission in its
action. The commission flatly refused to repeal the act, and the
secretary of the interior, who happens to be a member of the
commisson, proceeded with great haste to sell to three men—
Havemeyer, Senff, and Welch—56,200 acres of this land. It
was this transaetion which brought about the congressional
investigation and which caused me to introduce this bill.

Mr. OLMSTED. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Me. OLMSTED. I understood the gentleman to say, on the
authority of th Resident Commissioner [Mr. Quezox], that some
of this unoccupied friar land is within non-Christian territory.

Mr. JONES. Yes; I said in Nueva Viscaya.

Mr. OLMSTED. There is none in that province.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is correct. I recall that it is
in the adjoining Province of Isabela. If the gentleman will
examine the minority report written by himself, he will find
that in Isabela Province there are 48,622 acres of the undis-
posed of 125000 acres, and Isabela is a non-Christian Province.
It makes no difference, however, where the friar lands or any
other public lands are located, since they are all under the
management of the director of lands, subject, of course, to the
supervision of the secretary of the interior.

Mr. OLMSTED. How long does the gentleman think it will
take to sell those lands in 40-acre tracts?

Mr. JONES. I do not kmow that they ean be sold between
this and doomsday. I do know, however, that the Filipino
people are a unit in their opposition to their sale in large bodies
to the American Sugar Trust. I know that they prefer paying
out of the general revenues of the islands the sum now due
upon their purchase, and I think it would be a crime for the
gentleman from Pennsylvania and myself to sell their lands
to any set of men over their earnest protest. I believe that the
law of Congress has been flagrantly violated, and unless Con-
gress acts, and acts quickly, every acre of the friar lands un-
disposed of will pass forever out of the hands of the Filipino
people. In my judgment it is the duty of Congress to prevent this.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OnmsteEp] does not

agree with me as to my interpretation of the law, and there-

fore nothing is to be gained by discussing the legal proposition.
The practical question now before the House is, Shall we per-
mit the interior department of the Philippine Islands to dis-
pose of 125,000 acres of friar lands to foreign capitalists for
purposes of exploitation when they are appealing to us not to
do so? Shall we assume that one man, the secretary of the in-
terior, knows better what is for the interest of the Filipino
people than they do themselves? Surely, if it is good public
policy not to permit the exploitation of 60,000,000 acres of
publie lands of every description, it ought to be good policy to
prevent the exploitation of the rich friar lands.

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr] a few moments
ago——

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield to me
for a question on which I desire information?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Does the gentleman know where
these bonds are held?

Mr. JONES. I do not.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Is it not a matter of some im-
portance, inasmuch as the gentleman must realize that these
bonds can not be paid off unless these lands are sold?

Mr. JONES. Why does the gentleman say they ecan not be
paid off unless these few acres of friar lands are sold? Nobody
ever supposed at the time of their purchase that they could
bg sold for enough to retire the bonds issued for their pur-
chnase.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I will say this: I believe it is
very well known that the internal as well as the import taxes
there will not be able—

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is entirely mistaken about that.
I will say to the gentleman that the Philippine Government has
expended in the last few years out of the general revenues
$11,000,000 for improving harbors and in the prosecution of
other public works. All this, of course, in addition to the ordi-
nary expenses of government.

Mr, RUCKER of Colorado. That has got to go on.

Mr. JONES. But you must concede that they are fully able
to retire these bonds if they wish to do so.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Are they retiring these bonds?
Are they building up a fund for that purpese from their natural
resources? Are they not depending for the paying of these
bonds upon the sale of the lands? That is the question,

Mr. JONES. Not atall. A sinking fund. which now amounts
to $5,000,000, has been already provided. The remaining
$2,000,000 will be paid out of the proceeds of such of the 125,000
acres of friar lands as can be sold in 40-acre lots to individuals
or 2,500-acre parcels to corporations. The funds thus derived
must under the law be devoted to the payment of the friar
bonds. If a sufficient quantity of these lands ean not be sold
in this way in time to meet the bonds when they mature, then
any residue can be met out of the general revenues, which are
and will continue to be ample for that purpose. The law pro-
vides that the proceeds of the 60,000,000 acres of public lands
shall be paid into the insular treasury and then can be used to
pay off the friar bonds. But if not a single acre of the friar
lands or the public lands are ever disposed of under the present
restrictions as to acreage and occupancy and not a dollar is
realized from those sources toward paying off the friar land bonds,
the Filipinos are entirely willing to tax themselves to raise the
necessary funds. The object sought to be attained in purchas-
ing these lands was to take them out of the hands of three
great landlords and to place them in those of many independent
native farmers. It was never dreamed that they were to be
sold to representatives of the American Sugar Trust.

Mr. Speaker, unless some gentleman wants to ask me a ques-
tion as to some feature of the bill, I shall yield the floor to the
genileman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMsTED].

The SPEAKER. The genfleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OLmsTED] I8 recognized for one hour.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the gentleman
from Virginia, before taking the floor, if he has any intention of
cutting off debate?

Mr. JONES. I have no such intention. I do not know how
long they want this thing to run. I want it to run for a reason-
able time. .

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I will not take the floor at
this time. I would like to have the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
TownNER] recognized.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TowNEr]
is recognized for an hour.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, I confess to a feeling of some-
thing akin to reluctance to discuss this question, and I am re-
loctant to discuss it because it is a question about which one
ought to have a greater amount of information than, unfortu-
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nately, I have yet been able to acquire. I am unable, however,
to join in the ideas that have been suggested by the gentleman
in his remarks in favor of this bill however much I might agree
with the prineiple for which he assumes to contend. I think
there is no man on the floor of this House that would desire the
exploitation of the Philippine Islands. I judge that proposition
can be considered as settled. But it is, after all, a very great
assumption fo say that this bill will prevent the exploitation of
the Philippine Islands. In the first place, it can apply only to
about 125,000 acres of land. There are in the Philippine Islands
subject to disposition over 60,000,000 acres of land. This bill
would affect less than one-fourth of 1 per cent of all the lands
of the Philippines, and to speak of it as a measure to prevent
the exploitation of the lands in the Philippines seems to me to
be hardly justified by the facts. These lands are a remnant of
the purchase that was made by the United States Government,
or, rather, by the Filipinos themselves, of the friar lands. It
will not be necessary, nor will it be of any particular advantage,
in this discussion to explain the grounds on which that purchase
was made. There is no difference, however, of opinion that it
was a wise policy. Everyone admits now that they ought to
have been purchased, that it was an act of wisdom on the part
of the General Government to take the initiative, and that it was
acquiesced in by the Filipinos themselves in their own interest.

These lands were purchased by the issuance of bonds by the
Philippine government. These bonds are to be paid by the sale
of the lands: and, as has been stated by the chairman of the
committee, already five millions of the $7,000,000 has been paid
from the proceeds of the lands already sold, so that but
$2,000,000 of the debt yet remains to be paid.

1t is believed, and I think with justification, that the sale, if
it ean be made advantageously, of the remaining lands in the
Philippines will wipe out the remainder of the debt,

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Iowa
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee?

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly. Does the gentleman desire to ask
a question?

Mr. GARRETT. I do, if the gentleman will permit.

Mr. TOWNER. I shall be glad to answer.

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman does not want to leave the
impression that the payment of the bonds is dependent upon the
sale of the lands?

Mr. TOWNER.
pression as that.

Mr. GARRETT. Perhaps the langunage is susceptible of that
construction.

Mr. TOWNER. I did not desire to create any such impres-
gion. It was the expectation, I will say, that the sale would
wipe out this indebtedness. I think it was, perhaps, even more
than that, although I am not certain in regard to that.

However that may be, Mr. Chairman, these lands, by the
very terms of the act itself, were to be disposed of by the
Philippine Government. It was claimed that although they
were thus to be disposed of by the Philippine government under
the terms of the act they must then be considered as a part
of the public domain and subject to the organic law which dis-
posed of the. public domain which was held by the United
States. However, as the law is interpreted by the attorney
general of the Philippine Islands and by the Attorney General
of the United States, a different view was faken by them. They
held that these lands never were in fact the property of the
TUnited States; that they did not become a part of the property
of the United States; and that therefore they were not subject
to the limitations upon the disposition of the lands of the
United States that had been imposed by the organic law.

However that may be, whether that was a correct interpreta-
tion or not, I do not eare to discuss, and it would be useless
for us now to take the time of the committee o discuss it
We now have the proposition before us as to whether at this
time this Congress will pass a limitation by this proposed law
upon the Philippine Government itself regarding the disposition
of these lands.

Under the law as it now stands the Philippine government
has the right to dispose of these lands in its own interest and
as it may deem best. The proposition we are now considering
is to take away from the Philippine government the right
to dispose of these lands as it may consider best for its own
interest.

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman permit me there?

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. BUTLER. I understood that the power to sell these
lands was vested entirely in the commission and not in the
Philippine Government. _

AMr. TOWNER. I can only answer that by saying that the
terms of the law directly prescribe that these lands shall be

No; I did not intend to leave such an im-

disposed of by the Philippine government itself, and that is the
only power now in existence that can dispose of them. The
Treasury Department can not dispose of them. The Govern-
ment of the United States can not dispose of them. The Presi-
dent himself can not dispose of them, because he has not the
power to make nugafory this law, which says who shall have
the power to dispose of these lands.

I want to quote the language of the law in regard to that.
The language of the law is—

That the lands thus purchased shall constitute a part and portion of
the public property of the government of the Philippine Islands, aud
may be held, sold, and conveyed or leased temporarily for a period not
ex three years after that acquisition by sald government on such

terms and conditions as it may prescribe, subject to the limitations aund
conditions provided for in this act.

Now, it has already beepn determined by the Government of
the United States that there were no limitations that applied to
the sale of these lands, so that the law as it now stands and
as it has been interpreted so far is that the Philippine gov-
ernment as at present constituted has the absolute and sole
power of disposing of this little portion that is remaining from
the lands secured from the friars.

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman permit right there?

Mr, TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. All that portion of the land that lies in the
non-Christian Provinces is, of course, disposed of exclusively
by the commission, because for those Provineces the commission
is the Philippine government, is it not?

Mr. TOWNER. The gentleman is probably correct upon that
proposition, and I have just conferred with the Delegate from
the islands——

Mr. JONES. I should like to say that the gentleman is in
error as to that. They are not disposed of under any law en-
acted by the commission. They are being sold by the director
of public lands. The law under which these lands are being
disposed of was enacted in 1908, I think, and affer the first
legislature had convened in 1907. These lands are being admin-
istered by the bureau of lands, which is a bureau of the in-
terior department.

Mr. GARRETT. Since the gentleman refreshes my memory
as to that, I think his statement is correct. I think the legis-
lature has control of those lands in the non-Christian Provinces.

Mr. JONES. The legislature has enacted all the recent laws
on the subject. :

Mr. TOWNER. I am under obligation to the chairman of
the committee for calling attention to that faet, which of course
only strengthens my position. I was going to say that all the
lands remaining unsold now, however, are in the Christian
Provineces, as I am informed by the Delegate [Mr. Quezox].

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. The gentleman appears to seek to
emphasize the insignificance in quantity—I believe * insignifi-
cance” is the term he used once or twice—of these so-called
friar lands. That being true, does not the gentleman think it is
rather singular that this Government enforced the sale of those
lands from their owners, the orders of friars, to the Philippine
government at a cost of §7,200,0007 o

Mr. TOWNER. I will answer the gentleman by saying that
the gentleman is perhaps better aware than I am that it was
not altogether a question of the lands and the importance of
their acquisition, but other questions entered into the problem—
questions that were of vastly greater importance than the mere
acquisition of the lands themselves.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I do not want to trench upon the
gentleman’s time, if it is very limited, but I want to say to him
that one fact with reference to the acquisition of these lands
appears to have been established as clearly as any other, and
that is that after their taking over from the original owners
they were to be broken up into small holdings among the natives
of the islands.

Mr. TOWNER. The gentleman is perhaps correct about that;
I do not know: but I would say that already the great bulk of
these lands have been so disposed of.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. If the gentleman will permit
one further suggestion, I shall not interrupt him any more.
That suggestion is this: An additional and, in my judgment,
very substantial objection is that the sale of these lands in such
large tracts—%56,000 acres, for instance, in one body—would un-
questionably establish a precedent which would lead to the sale
not only of those lands but of the public lands in large quanti-
ties, and therefore it was desirable, from that consideration, to
stop such a policy at its very inception.

Mr. TOWNER. I sympathize with the idea suggested by the
gentleman. I can hardly believe, however, that there can be

legitimate arguments used upon that proposition with regard to
the disposition of these friar lands. They constitute a separate
and entirely independent question.
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Certainly, it is important that these lands be sold, if they can
be sold, to the best possible advantage, for the purpose of paying
off the debt of $2,000,000 which was incurred for their purchase.
These people themselves, the Philippine government, ought to
be allowed to dispose of this small fragment left of 125,000 acres
of land, if they possibly can, so that they can p; y the $2,000,000
that they now owe for these lands.

Mr. COOPER. The burden of that interest, a 'd of providing
a sinking fund, to do away with that $7,000 Y0, is of little
importance in eomparison with the selling of | 5000 acres te
Mr. Poole, who was the agent of the Havemeyer. and the pos-
sible selling of one hundred thousand and odd acres to somebody
else, It is vastly important that sales in such large amounts to
one purchaser should not be made and that the islands should
not be exploited in that way. The $7.000,000 and the payment
of the interest is nothing at all compared with the evil of selling
100,000 acres of land in those islands in one tract to a single
owner.

Mr. TOWNER. I sympathize with the gentleman's point of
view. The only place where I would part company with him
would be in this: The gentleman believes that if we allow these
people themselves to dispose of these lands, if they want fo, that
will lead to an exploitation of the Philippine Islands. I decline
to think that is in any way necessary or in any way inevitable.

I decline to think it wonld be even an encouragement to that.
Mr. Speaker, it seems to me a most singular proposition that
these gentlemen now make They are unwilling to allow the
Philippine government to dispose of its own lands in its own
way, and yet these gentlemen bring in a bill here for Philip-
pine independence and want them to be allowed to do everything
that an independent nation may do. They are unwilling to allow
them to have the privilege of disposing of 125,000 aeres of their
own lands as they see fit, and yet they want to give them the
power of disposing of 60,000,000 acres of land as they see fit. It
seems to me such a position is hardly consistent.

Mr. Speaker, it should be remembered that already the law is
in existence, which the Filipinos themselves ean not change,
forbidding any eorporation from owning or acguiring more than
2500 acres of land. The gentleman speaks of the acquisition
of land by the Havemeyers, or the Sugar Trust. It may be that
is an evil It may be that there ought not to be any sugar
plantations, or any sugar raising on Ameriean soil. I under-
stand that is the position of gentlemen on the other side who
believe that sugar ought not to be raised, either on plantations
in the South or on farms in the West.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman permit?

Mr. TOWNER. I will

Mr. JONES. I will say to the gentleman that a great deal of

_sugar is being raised in the Philippine Islands, particularly in
the island of Negros. The Philippine Commission is even aid-
ing in the establishment of sugar mills in non-Christian Prov-
inces.

Mr. TOWNER. While the gentleman is on his feet I want
to ask him a question.

Mr. JONES. Very well

Mr. TOWNER. Is it not true that while the iudividuals,
Mr. Havemeyer and others, have acquired this land, it has been
only slightly improved—that is, that they have gone only to a
slight extent in using the lands?

Mr. JONES. I do not know whether they have as yet manu-.
factured any sugar, but they have expended a great deal of
money preparing to do so. I may say that last year and year
before last, since the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill went into effect,
we have been admitting sugar from the Philippine Islands into
this couniry free of duty. They have sent to this country many
thousands of tons of sugar, not one ton of which was raised by
the Sugar Trust or anybodysconnected with the Sugar Trust,
but by the Filipinos.

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. I wani to make a statement in answer to
the suggestion of the gentleman. Horace Havemeyer, who is
one of the purchasers of the San Jose estate, testified before
the special committee appointed to investigate the Ameriean
Sugar Refining Co. last antumn that they had at that thme 500
acres under cultivation and were moving rapidly, taking in
more and more, as fast as pessible.

Mr. TOWNER. That is about 1 per cent of the purchase.

Mr. GARRETT. That would not be guite 1 per cent, but they
are moving rapidly.

Mr. OLMSTED. If the genfleman will permif, reference
has been made to these lands as having been purchased by the
Sugar Trust. These men were at one time conneeted with
the Sugar Trust, but they are the bitterest opponents
of the Sugar Trust, and have no sm or interest in it

| government.

Mr. GARRETT. I am not sure whether that is true or not
of Mr. Senff, but it is true of Mr. Havemeyer,

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Senff is dead.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, all these questions are some-
what remote except as they may bear on the exploitation of the
Philippine Islands by great corporations. It seems fo me that
we are justified in saying that is prevented by the present law,
which, in so far as any affirmative action on the part of the
General Government is concerned, limits the holdings of cor-
porations to 2,500 acres of land, and that limitation applies as
well to the friar lands as to the public lands.

It is suggested by the chairman,of the committee that this
law may be evaded, but, Mr. Speaker, may we not leave these

to the Government of the Philippine Islands itself? The
United States is represented there by an upper chamber acting
in their interest.

The Filipinos themselves are represented by the Philippine
Assembly, which is compesed exelusively of their own repre-
sentatives, with knowledge presumably of their interests, acting
presumably patriotically. If may certainly be safely assumed
that no aetion will be taken by the present Philippine Govern-
ment that shall be opposed to the interest of the Philippine peo-
ple, and yet this limitation is sought to be placed upen their
action regarding their own land in their own interest.

I suppose gentlemen could imagine that the upper branch of
the legislature might be induced, through some sinister in-
fluence, to act in opposition to the real interests of the Fili-
pino people, but certainly such an accusation could not be
brought against the lower house of representatives, which is
composed exclusively of their own people who have certainly
their own interest at heart. Can it not be left to them to say
what shall be done with their own property in their own
interest? It has been suggested by the chairman of the com-
mittee that this is, after all, only a question of the interpreta-
tion of the law. I do not quite follow him upon that proposi-
tion. As I understand it, the object now is to fundamentally
change the existing law. As the law now stands, these lands
may be disposed of by the Philippine government, and it is
proposed by this affirmative act to take away from them that
power with regard to these especial lands.

Gentlemen themselves advocate the doctrine of local self-
They support the contention that the Filipinos
are now able to take care of themselves. They favor such
action as will give to them now the status they say they are
entitled to by their intelligence and understanding of their
needs. They have attained, gentlemen assert, the place where
they ought to oceupy an independent position among the na-
tions of the world. It is proposed immediately to give them
almost an autonomous government, to give them almost inde-
pendent power, to promise them after a brief period absolute
independence. By such aet they are to be given the power to
do everything that a government can do, subject to a very few
exceptions, and yet now here, preliminary to that broad act
and in contravention of its spirit, it is suggested that we can
not leave to them the right to dispose of even 125,000 acres of
their own land as they may deem for their own best interests.
So, Mr. Chairman, this bill does not appeal to my judgment as
being wise or necessary or one really in the interest of the
Filipino people. [Applause.] -

Mr. HELM. Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this bill is to give
the two classes of lands in the Philippine Islands the same
status. For the purpose of illustrating the object of this bill
we will assume that this House represents one of the Philippine
Islands. Here on this side of the House is a body of land that
is known as the public lands, and on that side is a bedy of
land that is known as the friar lands. There is a line dividing
the two boundaries or tracts of land. The quality of the two
tracts or boundaries is exactly alike; they are adapted alike
for all agricultural products and purposes. Different adminis-
tration is now applied to these two tracts of land. On that side
of the line the sales are limited to 40 acres to individuals and
2500 acres to corporations, while on this side of the line the
land is sold without limitation as to acreage. Then either one of
two things should be done—the limitation of 40 acres and 2,500
acres should be taken off that body or tract of land on that side,
or the limitation of 40 acres and 2,500 acres should be placed
upon the tract of land on this side. Both of these methods of
disposing of these lands can not be right. I think the limita-
tions of 40 and 2,500 acres, respectively, is the right thing. i

The argument of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TowxEr]
that it is the intention of this act not to permit the Filipinos
to regulate their own affairs is, in my opinion, entirely er-
roneous and misleading, because neither of the present methods
of administration give the Filipinos control. We are the ones
controlling it now and we should exercise this control to the

sxos et e . Fa e S
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best interest of the Filipinos. The United States Government
is the guardian of the Filipinos, and we are undertaking to
administer this trust or charge. A great deal has been said
upon this floor on former occasions about what has occurred
in Alaska, what has been attempted with reference to the vast
resources in the Territory of Alaska. We have undertaken to
place limitations upon what may be held and owned there by
persons and corporations. If it is right to conserve the resources
of a country that we own and control and expect to continue to
own and control, it is wrong for us as the guardian of an alien
people to do unto them what we are unwilling to do with our
OWIL .

There is a feature connected with this proposition that strikes
me very forcefully. We are at present witnessing an insurrec-
tion in Mexico and our troops are standing guard on the border
line to protect American property, if it becomes necessary. The
acquisition of these hundreds of thousands of acres in the
Philippine Islands by American capital sooner or later is going
to bring about the same situation in the Philippine Islands that
we are confronted with to-day in Mexico. It may be all right
and well enough for American capital to have the right to go
where it wants to go, but I regret in the very first instance that
the United States Government has remained in the Philippine
Islands as long as it has, and the longer we assume control of
the islands the more difficult it is going to be to get away. The
more American capital that goes in there, the harder it is going
to be to divorce the United States Government from its control
of those islands. I do not believe that the American people will
be very enthusiastic over trouble that is superinduced by the
Sugar Trust and the Tobaceo Trust. I am in favor of the
Filipinos governing their own property. It is their birthright.
The resources of the Philippine Islands are almost exclusively
confined to agriculture. There are some minerals, there is some
timber, some coal, and some other resources than those named,
but I reassert that the main resource and dependence is that of
agriculture. Necessarily this land is of the very best quality,
because it is adapted to the cultivation and raising of sugar,
In the exercise of our guardianship we should not strip them
of the resources that they eventually must depend upon in or-
der to maintain a government of their own. If we take away
from them everything that they have of value and then permit
them to establish a government, there will be very little of value
left to be governed.

There will be very little of value that the Government must
have in order to support and maintain that government, so that,
as I stated in the beginning, this bill is intended to place these
two classes of land in the same status, and, by limiting the
amount that can be sold to corporations, it will conserve their
principal resource. If there was a failure to use the exact lan-
gunge and apt expressions in the enactment of the law to con-
trol the friar lands, the purpose of this bill is simply to correct
that error, if there was an error. It is my opinion that the
statement made by the chairman of the committee is correct,
namely, that the decision of the Attorney General construing
the act relating to the friar lands was not warranted by the
language contained in the act. Endeavoring to exercise that
prudence that ought to control us in legislation affecting the
Philippines, I believe that the enactment of this law will be

- a material advantage to and is in the interest of the Filipino
people. [Applause.]

1 yield such time as the gentleman, Mr. QuezoN, may desire.

Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to support this bill—H. R.
17756. The people of the Philippine Islands are unanimously
in favor of it. :

As the chairman of the Insular Committee has already ex-
plained to the House the purpose of the bill, I shall confine
myself mainly to meeting the arguments propounded against it.

If I understand it correctly, the contention of our opponents
may be summarized as follows:

That inasmuch as under the law, as it now stands, the right
and power to dispose of the friar lands is vested in the Philip-
pine Government, to pass this law is to encroach upon a right
already granted by Congress to the Philippine Government;
that such encroachment is unwarranted, inasmuch as the
United States is represented in that Government by the Philip-
pine Commission and the Filipino people by the Philippine
Assembly, and therefore it may certainly be safely assumed
that no action will be taken by said Government that shall be
opposed to the interests of the Filipino people.

That to curtail the powers already intrusted to the Philip-
pine Government, wherein the Filipino people are represented
through the Philippine Assembly, is to jeopardize the theory of
the ability of the Filipino people to govern themselves, which
theory is that maintained by the supporters of the bill,
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That the disposition of the friar lands is purely a matter
of business and no great question of public policy is therein
involved; that it should be borne in mind that these lands were
purchased with the proceeds of bonds issued by the Philippine
Government, which bonds are to be paid with the sale of sald
lands, and therefore the Philippine Government ought to be
allowed to do what in its judgment will facilitate the sale of
these lands.

That to restrict the sale of the friar lands as stipulated
by this bill is to make these lands unsalable, which means the
imposing upon the Filipino people of the burden of paying
from general taxation the money spent in their acquisition,
which Congress has no right to do.

Much as I respect the opinion of our learned opponents, I am
constrained to disagree with them.

THE BILL MERELY REENACTS SECTION €5 OF THE ORGANIC ACT,

The contention that this bill is taking away from the Philip-
pine Government a right or power already granted to it by
Congress can not, I belleve, bear the light of a proper discussion.
The paragraph of section 65 of the act of July 1, 1902, referred
to by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TowNER], reads:

That all lands acquired by virtue of the preceding section shall con-
stitute a part and portion of the public property of the Government of
the Philippine Islands, and may be held, so?é, and conveyed, or leased
temporarily for a period not exceeding three years after their acquisition
by said Government on such terms and conditions as it may prescribe,
subject to the limitations and conditions provided for in this act.

This section is by no means controverted by the bill now before
the House. There is no provision in the bill which deprives the
Philippine Government of the ownership of the friar lands, nor
is there any proposition that the sale, conveying, or leasing of
these lands be made by any government or entity other than the
Philippine Government. The bill simply states that the Philip-
pine Government in selling said lands must not sell them in ex- .
cess of 40 acres, or 16 hectares, to individuals, and 2,500 acres,
or 1,024 hectares, to corporations, which we contend is one of
the limitations and conditions referred to in the section quoted.

As the chalrman of the Insular Committee [Mr. Jones] al-
ready stated, those who took a leading part in the framing of
the act of July 1, 1902, so-called organic act for the Philippines,
always understood that the language “ subject to the limitations
and conditions provided for in this act,” in the section quoted,
meant that the unoccupied friar lands could not be sold in ex-
cess of 40 acres to individuals nor more than 2,500 acres to
corporations,

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer], who at the
time of the passage of this act was chairman of the Insular
Committee, has confirmed Mr. JoNEs's statement. The gentle-
man from Wisconsin said, in effect, that it was the under-
standing when the organic act was passed by Congress that
the sale of friar lands was restricted by the same limitations
imposed upon the sale of public lands, and that nobody ever
dreamed, until the officials of the Philippine Government and
the Attorney General of the United States construed the law
otherwise, that the Philippine Government was ever granted
by Congress the right of selling these lands in any gquantity
whatever as it may see fit.

The bill is not, therefore, writing a new law in the statute
books of the Philippine Islands, but merely reenacting a law
already passed by Congress whose provisions were not properly
construed and enforced by the Philippine Government. In other
words, it is my opinion that we add nothing to nor take any-
thing from the organic act of the Philippines, and I hope it
will be so understood, when this bill becomes a law, that Con-
gress is not amending the act of July 1, 1902, entitled “An act
temporarily to provide for the affairs of civil government in
the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes,” but that it is
merely construing and expressing the original purpose and
meaning of that act. -

I believe, however, with the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Towxer], that it is useless to discuss now the merits of this
contention, for whatever may be the opinion of Congress about
it, the contention can only be properly decided by the courts.
I shall not, therefore, take up any more time of the House in
discussing whether or not the Philippine Government trespassed
its constitutional limitations when it sold 55,000 acres of the
Mindoro estate to some stockholders of the Sugar Trust.

Let us admit, for the sake of argument, that the bill now be-
fore the House is taking away from the Philippine Government
a right already given to it by Congress—the right of selling
the friar lands as it deemed wise, without restrictions of any
kind whatever. Even then, though I am an advocate, on general
prineiples, of as much autonomy for the Philippine Government
as we could secure—even then, I repeat, I would rather see
that right taken from the Philippilne Government than allow it
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to sell the friar lands in such tracts as it did in the case of
the Mindoro estate.

The statement that it may certainly be safely assumed that
no action will be taken by the present Philippine Government
that shall be opposed to the interests of the Filipino people,
because they are represented in that Government by the lower
house of the legislature, which is composed exclusively of their
own people, and who certainly have their own interests at
heart,” is misleading; and the assertion that this bill is incon-
sistent with our theory that the Filipino people are eapable of
taking care of themselves is a conclusion reached without proper
analysis of the actual facts.

Gentlemen know that the Philippine Government is not en-
tirely, or even mainly, in the hands of the Filipino people, but,
on the contrary, the legislative power is almost wholly vested
in the Philippine Commission, a body appointed by the Presi-
dent of the United States without the consent or the advice of
the Filipino people. Even after the inauguration of the Philip-
pine Assembly, for all practical purposes, this commission
has continued to be the Government of the Philippine Islands.
Not only does it share with the assembly the legislative power
of that Government, but in some instances it exercises that
power without the concurrence of the assembly, and the fact
that it is also the executive gives it a decided preponderance of
control in the administration of the affairs of the islands.

Actual experience shows that the Philippine Assembly, in so
far as the general policy of the Philippine Government is con-
cerned, as well as in all important matters, has exercised but
a negative power. That is, when the Philippine Commission
has purported to enact a law which, in the opinion of the as-
sembly, was not beneficial to the interests of the Filipino peo-
ple, the lower house has been able to prevent the enactment of
that law; but it has not been able to change in the least the
general policy adopted by the commission before the inaugura-
tion of the assembly, though in its efforts to change it the as-
sembly was faithfully complying with the will of the people.
The general government of the islands, for instance, is now as
expensive as it was before the inanguration of the assembly
and the officials as extravagantly paid as they were, all attempts
on the part of the assembly to reduce the cost of the Govern-
ment to a reasonable figure having been of no avail, because
of the opposition of the commission.

We have another good illustration of this fact in the very
question of the sale and disposition of the friar lands. The as-
sembly wishes to sell the occupied lands to their tenants on
easy terms and reasonable price; the commission insists upon
not reducing the high prices exacted for them. The assembly
does not want to sell the unoccupied lands in bulk; the com-
mission is determined to so dispose of them; and in both cases
the pleasure of the commission controls.

When the assembly received complaints from the tenants of
the friar-land estates that the sale price of their holdings de-
manded by the Government was too high, the assembly went
into a careful and detailed investigation of the matter, and it
found that the complaints were warranted by the facts.

It passed a bill lowering those prices, and the commission
rejected the bill, with the result that the tenants have to pay a
high price for their lands if they do not want to be dispossessed
of them. When the assembly learned that the Government sold
the Mindoro estate of 55,000 acres to Mr. Poole, a represeatative
of some stockholders of the Sugar Trust, the assembly proceeded
immediately to pass a bill limiting the sale ol friar lands to
individuals to 40 ..cres and to corporations to 2,500 acres. This
bill was approved unanimously by the assembly, both political
parties concurring therein, and despite the fact that all the
native press appreved of it and the people from all parts of the
archipelago adopted resolutions indorsing if, and that the mat-
ter was purely the concern of the Filipino people themselves,
because it was their own land, purchased with their own money,
the commission defeated the bill.

In view of these facts it can hardly be asserted that because
the Filipino people are represented in the Philippine Govern-
ment by the lower house of the legislature, the Philippine Gov-
ernment will take no action that shall be opposed to the inter-
ests of the Filipino people. If the assembly had more power in
the Philippine Government than it has now, or if both houses of
the Philippine Legislature were elected by the people, then it
could “ certainly be safely assumed that no action will be taken
by the Philippine Government that shall be opposed to the
interests of the Filipino people.”

THE ASSEMBLY IS FOR THE BILL.

The unjustifiable obstinacy of the Philippine Commission re-
garding the disposition of the friar lands gave the assembly no
other alternative than to appeal to Congress, requesting this

body to make a declaration fo the effect that the limitations
imposed by the organic act on the disposition of public lands
are also applicable to the friar lands, specifically those con-
tained in section 15 of said organic act; and, moreover, that the
sales heretofore made of the friar lands in violation of the limi-
tations contained in section 15 and other provisions of the
organic act be declared null and void, unless they be sub-
sequently authorized by an act of the Philippine Legislature.
The request was made by means of two resolutions, the first
adopted on December 6, 1910, and the other on the 18th of Jan-
nary, 1912. The first resolution is as follows:

Resolved, That the Philippine Assembly do, and hereby does, declare,
without entering upon a ussion of the legality or ilegallfy of the
matter, that the sale in large and unlimited tracts of the so-called
friar estates to great corporations for their exploitation is contrary
to { vill, the sentiments, and the interests of the Philippine people;
and, _.rther, that the assembly do, and hereby does, state its desire that
the s.e of said estates to gerwns other than those who were tenants
of the same prior to June 3, 1908, and of all other property acquired
by the Government subsequent to the treaty of Paris be made subject
to the limitations contalned in section 15 of the organic act of the
Philippine Islands relative to the public lands acquired by the United
States in the Philippine Islands under the treaty of peace with Spain; and

Resolved further, That coples of this resolution be forwarded to the
Congress of the United States, the Philippine Commission, and the
honorable Becretary of War.

fdfpteﬁl trlnr?ﬂihe't Sehe foreechs Tuti dopted by th

ereby cer a e foregoing resolution was ado y the
house on December 6, 1910. g
RAMON DIOENO,
Becretary Philippine Assembly.

The second resolution was cabled to me by the secretary of
the assembly in an extraet form, and which translated into Eng-
lish is as follows:

Quezox, Washington:

5 ﬁ‘uﬁmbly approved to-day a resolution an extract of which is the
ollowing :

“Resolved, That it is the sense of the assembly that public interest
requires that a declaration be made by Co g8 to the effect that the
present limitations on the sale of public lands is Eppllcshle to the sale
of friar lands, and more concretely all the limitations specified in sec-
tion 15 of the organic act. The rights acquired by the tenants of friar
lands at the time of the passage of act 1120 of the Philippine Legls-
lature should be respected.

“Resolved further, That it is the wish of the assembly that all frans-
actions made up to date in regard to friar lands in excess or in con-
travention of the limitations imposed on the sale of public lands be de-
clared null and vold unless they are subsequently approved of by the
Philippine Legislature.

MANILA, January 18, 1912,

) “ DroENO0."”

So that, Mr. Speaker, if the bill we are discussing takes away
from the Philippine Government certain rights and powers al-
ready conferred upon it by Congress, as the gentleman from
Towa believes, it is taking those rights not from the Filipino peo-
ple, not from their representatives, the Philippine Assembly,
but from the Philippine Commission; because the bill would
merely write into law what the Philippine Assembly itself would
have enacted if it had its own way in the Philippine Legislature.

By this bill Congress would merely concur with the assembly
in passing an act that the commission refused to concur in.
This leads to the conclusion that the advocates of this bill, in-
stead of being inconsistent with their theory that the Filipino
people are capable of governing themselves, as our opponents
assert, are logical when they lend their support to this bill,
because they are merely sustaining the views of the assembly on
the grounds that the Filipinos know what is best for them and
ought to be allowed to do what they think is best for them.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. QUEZON. I will

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Do I understand the gentleman to
say that the Philippine Assembly passed an act, in which the
commission refused to concur, to affix the Jimitations of the
public-land act to the friar lands?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Was that done since the investiga-
tion in the Sixty-first Congress and the agitation over the sale
of the Mindoro estate?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir,

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I wish to ask the gentleman
whether that fact harmonizes very well with the pretense that
was made by the heads of the insular government in the friar-
land investigation that the limitations in the friar-land act
were removed by the Philippine Assembly with the full knowl-
edge and understanding that it would permit the sale of these
estates in bulk, and that it was done for that very purpose?

Mr. QUEZON. Certainly not.

A QUESTION OF PUBLIC POLICY INVOLVED.

But it is said, Mr. Speaker—and this is the contention of the
Philippine Commission—that the disposition of the friar lands
is merely a business proposition, and no great question of public
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policy is therein involved; that the only thing to be considered
is this: That, in round numbers, $7,000,000 worth of bonds have
been issued to purchase these lands, and the Philippine Govern-
ment ought to be allowed to sell said lands in such manner,
without restriction, as in its judgment will reimburse it the
price of the bonds.

While those who support this view on this floor may honestly
believe so, they are nevertheless wrong. If to recoup the
money spent for the purchase of these lands is of such para-
mount importance, if the Philippine Government can not afford
to lose one cent on this transaction, the Government ought not
to have attempted to buy these lands. But it was not until
lately that we heard such a contention made. Everybody
knows that when the Philippine Commission pressed upon Con-
gress the law for the purchase of these lands, it said that in
the friar lands “a great question of public policy was involved,
the most vital and important in the Philippines.” The agrarian
question was involved—the system of absentee landlordism to
be eradicated. Let us see how much the “ business proposition ™
was concerning President Taft, then Governor General of the
Philippines, when testifying before the committees of the House
and Senate. He said “that the injury rendered to the welfare
and tranquillity of the Filipino people by the ownership of vast
estates was demanding the purchase of the friar lands, if every
cent paid for them by the Government was to be lost.” These
lands were not, therefore, bought as a business enterprise; they
were not acquired with the object of making money out of the
transaction, nor even with the hope of recovering it; but they
were aequired, notwithstanding the fear that the Government
might lose, if not all, at least a large part, of the amount spent
in their purchase.

They were bought simply becausa the Philippine Government
and the Filipino people had informed Congress that the con-
centration of vast areas of lands in the hands of a few con-
cerng was detrimental and injurious to the community, and
Congress, at their request, sought to remedy this serious evil.

To use the very language of the act authorizing the Philippine
Clovernment to purchase these lands—

The Government of the Philippine Islands is authorized to acguire,
by the exercise of the right of eminent domain “ any lands, easements,
aggurtmnces,' and hereditaments, which on the 13th day of Aanst,
1898, were owned or held by associations, corporations, communities,
rellgfous orders, or private individuals, in such large tracts or parcels
and in such manner as, in the opinion of the commission, lnjuriousl;'
to allect the peace and welfare of the people of the Philippine Islands.”

The words quoted of section G4 of the organic act give a very
piain idea of the cause for which the Philippine Government
was authorized by Congress to purchase or acquire by the
exercise of the right of eminent domain, the friar lands, to wit,
that said lands were owned and held in such large tracts or par-
cels that it was injurious to the peace and welfare of the Fili-
pino people. Now, to permit the sale of these same lands
in the same large tracts as they were owned by the friars lays
Congress open to the charge that it did not dispossess the friars
cf their lands because the ownership of vast estates was Inju-
rious to the people, but because it intended to turn these lands
over to other concerns in unlimited quantities. (See report of
Madison.)

THE FILIPINOS PREFER TO PAY THE BONDS THAN TO SELL THE FRIAR
LANXDS IN BULK.

We are told, Mr. Speaker, that to place the limitations pro-
vided for in the bill upon the sale of friar lands is to make
these lands unsalable, thus imposing upon the Filipino people
the burden of paying from the general taxation of the islands
the bonds issued for the purchase of said lands, which Congress
has no right to do. This argument should appeal to every
Member of this House, and it would certainly have appealed
to me if this view was taken by the Filipino people themselves.
In other words, if the Filipino people were unwilling to pay
from general taxation the proceeds of the bonds issued for the
purchase of the friar lands, and the limitations that we are try-
ing to place upon the sale of friar lands were to result in mak-
ing these lands unsalable, it would be unjust thus to indi-
rectly force the Filipinos to take from their pocket the money
to pay the bonds. But such is not the case. I am authorized
to say, Mr. Speaker, and standing here now I do say, that the
Filipino people would rather pay from general taxation, and
2 necessary from voluntary contributions, every cent that has
been spent by the Philippine Government for the purchase of
these lands than to see them sold to individuals or corporations
for exploitation. [Applanse.] And the reason for this, Mr.
Speanker, if I am to express it in a few words, is to be found
in the following paragraph, which I quote from one of the
minority reports accompanying this bill:

We do not want vast landed estates created there. We do want a
thrifty, hardy, land-owning body of citizens. Patriotism, thrift, and

love of country does not exist in the breast of the
on a great sugar plantation, but rather thrives in the
whose feet are firmly planted in his own land.

[Applause.]

Mr. JONES. Who signed that report?

Mr. QUEZON. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Davis]
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Mogsk].

No Filipino could have expressed in more beautiful, as well
as emphatic and concise, language the consensus of the people
of the islands as to the policy with regard to the disposition of
their lands. The few million dollars that the Filipinos have to
pay to take up the bonds issued for the purchase of the friar
lands are of no consequence whatever as compared with the
social evils resulting from the ownership of large tracts of lands
in the Philippines. We would be merely spending a few million
dollars to insure the existence in the Philippines of a thrifty,
hardy, land-owning, patriotic body of citizens.

It is to be regretted that the Philippine Government, and by
this T mean the Philippine Commission, in administering the
friar lands, judging from what they have done and what they
apparently pretend fo do, have entirely lost sight of the real
nature of the problem that they have at hand. If they ouly
had in mind the purpose aimed at originally by themselves, and
always by Congress and the Filipino people, in buying these
friar lands, there would have been no congressional investiga-
tion of the interior department of the Philippines, and a great
deal of the dissatisfaction and discontent among the people of -
the Philippines would have been avoided. <

It is, I admit, a worthy ambition to save the Filipino people
from having to pay the bonds issued for the purchase of the
friar lands with the general funds of the islands by trying to
sell these lands as speedily and on as profitable terms as pos-
sible, but the Philippine Commission, and particularly the sec-
retary of the interior, have gone beyond their province in their
desire to accomplish that end, and, what is worse, they have
taken a course that, in my opinion, will be more harmful, if
pursued, to the Filipino people than the evil they sought to
avoid.

It is hard to conceive, Mr. Speaker, how there could be any
doubt as to the wisdom of the bill before the House. Fven
supposing that the organic act failed to put upon the sale of
friar lands the limitations imposed upon the sale of public
lands, this bill ought to pass. As repeatedly said, this bill
simply puts the friar lands, which are the property of the Phil-
ippine Government, on the same footing and treats these lands
under the same conditions as the public lands, which are also
Government lands. This bill merely frames a consistent policy
to be applied alike to all kinds of Government lands, for there
is no reason whatever for pursuing a certain course in one in-
stance and different course in others. If the policy of prevent-
ing the ownership of immense tracts of land in the Philippines
is a sound one, it should be enforced by the Government when-
ever it is within its power to do so to all lands of a like char-
acter. Congress has already decided that such a pelicy, in the
case of public lands, is a wise and sane one; therefore it should
be also applied to the friar lands. If, on the other hand, the
ownership of friar lands in large tracts is not considered inimi-
cal to the public welfare, why should it be in the case of public
lands?

n who resides
cart of the man

CONGRESS MUST ACT.

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Towxser] said that there is
not a man on the floor of this House that would desire the ex-
ploitation of the Philippine Islands, and that this proposition
can be considered as settled. If that is the case, and I hope it
is, then there ought not to be exploitation of the friar lands
any more than of the publie lands. .

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr, LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman's colleague take
the position on this question that the gentleman does?

Mr. QUEZON. I would rather have him answer the ques-
tion. I think he does.

But gentlemen say that to allow the sale in bulk of friar
lands will not bring abont the exploitation of the islands. This
explains how gentlemen who are just as earnest as we are in
preventing the exploitation of the islands are, however, against
this bill and in favor of allowing the Philippine Government to
sell the friar lands as it sees fit.

The real truth is, Mr. Speaker, that, while on the surface in
discussing this bill the House seems to be considering only the
advisability of allowing the Philippine Government to sell the
friar lands in any quantity whatever, at the bottom, when yon
analyze the facts which have given birth to this bill, you will
find that the House is now being called upon to either confirm

its policy, so far pursued, of preventing the exploitation of the
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Philippine Islands or reversing it. I do not mean to say that
if you reject this bill, thus permitting the Philippine Govern-
ment to proceed with the sale of the friar lands as heretofore
made, that said government would consequently proceed to sell
the public lands in the same way or manner; but I do mean
‘that the rejection of this bill will have the effect of encouraging
the Philippine Commission in its effort to extend to at least
15,000 acres the limitation upon the sale of public land. The
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer] sald a few moments
ago that while he was chairman of the Committee on Insular
Affairs the Chief of the Bureau of Insular Affairs, Gen. Ed-
wards, tried his best to get the organic act amended so as to
allow corporations as well as individuals to purchase larger
tracts of land, not only of the so-called friar lands, but also of
the public lands, than they can legally do now.

I may add to the statement of the gentleman from Wisconsin
that I am aware of the fact that the same efforts have been
made during the chairmanship of the Insular Committee of the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED],
and I betray no secret in making this statement, for the Bureau
of Insular Affairs in so doing has only been endeavoring to ac-
complish what was recommended by the Philippine Commission
in its official reports. It is a recorded fact that beginning not
very long after the organic act was passed by Congress, the
Philippine Commission has been persistently urging the amend-
ment of the provisions of that act which imposed limitations
upon the sale of public lands, and when they did not succeed
they have—on the ground that it wds within their province to
amend the law with regard to the disposition of friar lands—
repealed the limitations imposed on the sale of these lands.
It is therefore a reasonable assumption that such action was
merely the entering wedge to the intended general policy of
selling all kinds of land in bulk. The significance of the bill
now before the House is that, by its passage, Congress will re-
affirm in an unmistakable manner its policy regarding the
ownership of public lands in the Philippine Islands. It is
absolutely necessary for Congress, through the passage of this
bill, to inform the Bureau of Insular Affairs as well as the
Philippine Commission, once and forever, that it is useless for
them to fry to amend the organic act so far as it concerns the
sale of Government lands. [Applause.]

Thus you will reassert that Congress is fully alive to the
responsibilities which have been thrust upon it as a guardian
and trustee of the natural resources of the islands, and that it
will allow nobody to exploit those resources under any pretext,
for they are, under God, the natural inheritance of the Filipino
people. [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to be understood as impugning
the motives of the Philippine Commission or of the Burean of
Insular Affairs in {rying to repeal the provisions limiting the
siale of Government lands in the Philippine Islands. Far from
me the idea that they purposely intend to allow the exploita-
tion of the Philippines and to deprive the Filipino people of
lands which will surely be needed by their posterity for homes
and for farms. I do not believe that there is any member of
the Philippine Commission, and less would I believe that my
friend, Gen. Edwards—although he said that in case of war he
would leave the Philippine Islands absolutely unprotected—I
do not believe that they, or any of the officials connected with
the Philippine administration, have the slightest desire of de-
liberately doing harm to my people; but I do believe that their
policy is wrong and that if pursued, if not immediately, in the
long run and perhaps at a not distant future, it will prove in-
Jjurious to the welfare and prosperity of my country.

DANGERS OF THE SO-CALLED DEVELOPMENT.

Their views are that the sooner the natural resources of the
Philippines are developed, the better for the Filipinos them-
selves; that the great need of the islands is ecapital, and that
all possible means must be employed to bring into the islands
large amounts of capital; and that one of these means is to
permit the purchase, ownership, and holding of great land
estates. Perhaps it is true that the land laws of the Philippines
as enacted by Congress are preventing, or at least retarding,
the development of the islands, but it is so hard to draw a line
Detween development and exploitation that we can never tell,
except from resulfs, and then it would be too late, where de-
velopment ends and exploitation begins. Everyone familiar
with the operations of great corporations knows what they will
do if they have a chance, especially when said corporations are
engaged in developing sugar plantations or mines in a new
country.

. In the long run they monopolize the wealth of that country
and deprive the large majority of the inhabitants of their just
share of such wealth. This being so, the Filipinos would rather

keep on the statute books of the Philippines their present land
laws than to permif, under the pretense of development, the
concentration in a few hands of the resources of their country.
The Filipinos are too far behind modernism in political economy
to believe that a kind of development that will enrich the few
at the expense of the many means the prosperity of the people
at large. They are foo backward in civilization to approve of
the monopoly of their soil by powerful corporations,

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the American people through
this Congress, and what I am about to say comes from the
bottom of my heart, that the Filipinos are not opposed to
American capital. In fact, we are not opposed to any capital
coming ‘Into and properly developing the islands. We are nof
living in the fiffeenth century, and therefore we do not want
to isolate ourselves from the rest of mankind. We are living in
the world of to-day, and we want to see our country prosper and
develop. [Applause.] We welcome and invite the help of every-
body. But we also want to guard ourselves from any danger of
improper operation of capital. The peril is not a mere fancy,
but experience in this and other countries shows that while
capital is necessary for the prosperity of the people, it is also
frequently productive of great evils if not properly controlled.
The echo of the struggle in this country between the American
people and the trusts has gone beyond the seas and reached the
ear of the Filipino people. We have learned that, in spite of
the fact that the American people are self-governing and that
they elect the legislative, judicial, and executive branches of their
Government, they have not as yet succeeded in throwing off the
heavy yoke of great corporate capital. What, then, can the
Filipinos hope for in the undoubtedly forthcoming struggle be-
tween them and these powerful corporations in the Philippines
if these are given a free hand in their operations in the islands,
considering the fact that the Filipinos have no control of their
government, which is in the hands of an alien people?

In point of fact, Mr. Speaker, we do not have to exert our
minds in guessing what would be the outcome of such a situa-
tion, for we have already some instances of it in the Philippines,
and this even though our corporations are merely caricatures
of trusts. The companies in Manila which own and operate the
electric cars and electric light and telephone, which companies,
by the way, are practically monopolies, because under the cir-
cumstances no other companies for years to come will be en-
gaged in the same business, are giving service to the publie
as they please, and no attention whatever has ever been paid
by the Government fo the complaints of the people. It has
been investigated by an expert and demonstrated beyond ques-
tion that the electrie-light company, for instance, is charging
an outrageous price for the use of its current, and the authority
of the Philippine Government to regulate the price has never
been exercised against this company.

THE POLITICAL STATUS OF THE PHILIPPINES UNDETERMINED.

I come now, Mr. Speaker, to discuss a question which, by
itself, would fully explain why the Filipino people are slow
and why they want the Government to be slow in the attempt
to bring into the Philippines American and other foreign
capital.

The future of the Philippine Islands is still hanging in the
balance; the morrow is as yet shadowed by the clouds of un-
certainty. Twelve years of American occupation have not as
yet answered the question constantly asked by the Filipinos
with anxiety akin to prayer. What is there beyond the horizon?
The policy of Congress with regard to the Philippines has been
so far indefinite, noncommittal. From the very title of the act
of July 1, 1902, which created the present Philippine Govern-
ment we are informed that the government therein created is

merely a temporary government, the title of the act being “An

act temporarily to provide for the administration of the affairs
of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and for other
purposes.”

Though leaders of the Republican Party, ex-President Roose-
velt as well as President Taft and many others, have invariably
stated that the ultimate purpose of the United States is to give
the Philippines independence, and though the Democratic Party
by its last three national platforms has committed itself to the
policy of granting the Philippines independence as soon as a
stable government has been established there, the fact is that
every attempt to induce this Nation to express its policy au-
thoritatively—that is to say, through Congress—has been of no
avail so far. In spite of this seeming discrepancy between words
and deeds, the Filipinos have, however, taken at their face value
all these utterances. We have put our faith unqualifiedly in these
declarations, and the support that this Government has been
and is receiving from the Filipinos is due wholly to their con-
vietion that the govermment .they now have in the islands is
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provisional, that it is: merely temporary, and that the more
enthusiastic support it receives from the people the sooner it
will be substituted by a Philippine independent government.

While this mental process is going on in the minds of the
Filipino people and no effort is being made from any authorized
source in this country to correct that impression if it is wrong,
there are many American officials in the Philippine Government
and in the United States who, in tlieir dealings with the islands
and their people; are proceeding upon the theory that there is no
real desire on the part of this Government ever to relinquish its
control over' the Philippines. Working under this, T hope, mis-
apprehension, or perhaps deliberately trying to bring about a
condition of affairs that will force this Government to retain
the islands, these officials are endeavoring to do everything in
their power which, in their opinion, will facilitate and insure
the accomplishment of that end.

This, Mr. Speaker, explains satisfactorily the unyielding at-
titude of the Philippine Commission and of those wlho support
its policy of inducing to come into the islands as much Ameri-
can capital as possible. They know that those in this country
who invest their money in the Philippines in lands, in fac-
tories, in mines; or in any other enterprise will struggle and
do their best to defeat any legislation purporting to recognize
Philippine’ independence, not precisely because of their lack of
confidence in the ability of tlie Filipino people to govern them-
selves and to protect the rights and properties established in
the islands, but because their investments will be safer under
the joint guaranty and protection of both the Philippine Gov-
ernment and the Government of the United' States. Let me
illustrate, Mr. Speaker: Suppose some one has a note indorsed
by two multimillionaires, although eithier one of them, on his
own, responsibility, could’ at any time make good that note,
do you believe that the creditor would release either of the
indorsers on the ground that one is solvent? Certainly not.
This would exactly be the position of the investors in the
Philippines. Their investments, under the present arrange-
ments, would be under the protection and guaranty of both the
Philippine Government and the Government of the United
States, which Governments are alike accountable for any in-
jury or loss that they might suffer in their enterprise. Backing
the Philippine Government there is at present the immensely
wealthy Government of the United States. Do you believe,
Mr. Speaker, that any one investor would ever, if he could
prevent it, permit the United States to escape from its responsi-
bility?

For this reason if we had now, or should we have, before any
definite policy regarding the future connection between the
Philippines and the United States is officially announced, many
American capitalists interested in the Philippines, the in-
evitable result would be the permanent retention of the islands.
In asserting this I do not for a moment, Mr. Speaker, ques-
tion the honesty of the utterances made in this country by
representative men, by men occupying’ very high positions in
the Government, that the intention of the people of the United
States, that the desire: of Congress is fo give the Filipinos
their national freedom, but I do appreciate to its full extent
the outcome of a situation, should it take place, when the
8,000,000 of the Filipino' people on one side, without a single
vote in Congress, without voice in the National Government of
the United States; asking and urging their independence, are
wet on the other by the strenuous opposition of men in this
country, powerful on account of their social position, powerful
on account of their money, and having representation in all
branches of the National Government. And those who are
trying to induee American capital to come to the islands know
better than I do what will be the result of such a struggle—the
sure defeat of the holy aspiration of the Filipino people.

Now, Mr. Speaker, in order to avoid such a condition of
affairs and Congress being thereby forced to do what it would
otherwise not do, we want, before allowing anybedy to become
interested in any shape or manner in the development of the
Philippines; to be informed as to whether or not tlie Philippines
are forever going to be a colony of the United States, a State
of the Union, or an independent and free nation. [Applause.]

It is not only due to the Filipino people, but it is also fair to
{he investor. It is due to the Filipino people because they are
entitled to know their future; they are entitled to be informed
what tlie ultimate fate of their conntry will be. It is fair to
the investor, becnuse he should know beforehand. all the eir-
cumstances and conditions under which he is to invest his
eapitni. Perhaps it is true, as some people have affirmed, that
ghonld the United States Congress declare that the Philippines
will be free in a not distant future, such a declaration would
postpone the development of the Islands, Decause capital
would not care to go where a new government is about to be

established. Mr. Speaker, I do not believe myself that such
would be the case, but, if so, I am perfectly frank to say that,
eager as the Filipinos are to see their country develop commer-
clally and otherwise, they would rather wait, they would rather
not have capital in the islands than, because of having it, see
their freedom postponed. [Applause.]

Let it be understood, Mr. Speaker, so as to disabuse the mind
of any candid person that we struggle for our liberty not
preeisely because we dislike, much less hate, American domi-
nlati'on,]no ; but because we love Philippine independence, [Ap--

ause, »

. STATEHOOD IMPOSEIBLE.

It is true that if the Philippines were to become one of the
States of this wonderful Nation, as at one time was proposed
by a political party in the Philippines, the Federal Party. this
would confer upon the islands just as much freedom as is en-
joyed by any other State of the Union, which is the climax of
freedom; it is also true that American citizenship is a citizen-
ship of which any man under heaven can be proud. But, Mr
Speaker, everybody on the floor of this House knows that such
a thing as Philippine statehood is but a dream. Let alone that,
because the Filipinos, considering themselves a people distinet
from any other, constituting a nationality of their own, the idea
appeal to them, the American people for its own sake will never
of linking their destiny with that of any other country does not
consider for one moment the proposition of admitting the Philip-
pines as a State of this Union. Differences in race, customs, in-
terests; and thousands of miles of water which separate both
countries are:insurmountable obstacles to Philippine statehood.
The idea of making Americans out of the Filipinos should appear
to any sane person as utterly impossible. This, perhaps, could
only be accomplished, if at all, by the emigration to the islands of
at least triple the number of Americans as there are Filipinos
to-day, so that in the course of several generations the Filipino
race and people would be absorbed by the Americans. Dut
nature stands firmly against this course. While our country
is so charming and so beautiful that to live and die therein is a
blessing, and while there is room for at least forty million more
inhabitants, our tropical sun is so inconsiderate of the white
people that if will never permit the Americanization of the
islands. The Tropics, Mr. Speaker, can pot be and never will be
the country of the white man.

This being the case, to make the Philippines a part of the
Union as a State would mean to bring into the Union, forming
an integral part of it, with the same rights and privileges as
the other States; a country inhabited by a people who con-
stitnte by themselves a separate and distinet entity, entirely
foreign to the people of the United States and having with
them no community of interests. What would be the result of
this unnatural adjustment?

To begin with, you would have on the floor of this House
representatives: of a country distinet and apart from your
motherland ; having interests, customs, and habits different from
yours; who, by their number, would hold the balance of power
as between the two political parties herein represented. Now,
what would happen, Mr. Speaker? Look at the House of Com-
mons in England to-day and you will find the answer there.
The Filipino representatives would be more than the Irish in
the House of Commons are now—the controlling factor in the
TUnited States Congress. They would have in their hands the
power to defeat or to pass any legislation that you may consider
vital to the Americans on the continent, and it is more than
likely that they would pass or defeat such legislation, consulting
primarily the interests of their own people at home. I do not
think that these obvlous facts are overlooked by American
statesmanship, and therefore the American people will never
permit the .Philippines to become a State of the Union, and I
do not blame them. While knowing the sense of justice of this
Nation, and that you are a liberty-loving people, we believe
that you recognize our right to govern ourselves, and that you
will permit us to govern ourselves we are not so sanguine as
to believe that you will ever acknowledge that we have a right
to govern you, much less that you will ever permit us to govern
you. [Laughter.]

FREEDOM BEFORE WEALTH.

The future of the Philippines, therefore, when you face the
problem as it is, dismantled of all the oratorical words of
“ penevolent assimilation,” “altruism,” and the like, stands be-
tween these two alternatives:

Either it is to be permanently a * possession™ of the United
States, governed from without by a Government whose powers
are not constrained by constitutional limitations, for the Supreme
Court has already declared that your Government in the Philip-
pines is above the Consti*ation; or to be divorced entirely and
completely from the United States.

-
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As between these two alternatives, Mr. Speaker, every patri-
otic Filipino will certainly decide for the independence of his
country. If to be free we must keep the Philippines undevel-
oped, if to be free we must refuse to admit foreign capital into
the islands, if to be free we must be poor and remain poor, we
will nnanimously and unhesitatingly prefer to be poor but free
than to be rich, but subjects! [Applause.] I would be ashamed
of my country, I would be ashamed of myself, if such was not
the definite attitude of all the Filipinos in every walk of life.
And every gentleman on the floor of this House who has in his
veins American blood, who has inherited from his forefathers
the love of freedom, who has learned in his boyhood from the
lips of his meother that liberty is the most sacred right of human
beings, has to admit that such attitude is the only right, digni-
fied, and manly one. [Applause.] Therefore, even admitting
that the land laws of the Philippines are retarding the develop-
ment of the islands, even admitting that the sale of friar or pub-
lie lands in bulk is a wise and beneficial policy for the FKili-
pinos—which I most emphatically deny—we would still insist
that such a policy should not be adopted by Congress until a bill
granting immediate independence or promising a speedy and
early independence to the Philippines is passed.

To summarize, Mr, Speaker, I say the Filipinos do not want
to sell the friar lands in tracts larger than 40 acres to an indi-
vidual and 2,500 acres to corporations, because they oppose the
exploitation of the islands as injurious to the welfare, happi-
ness, and prosperity of the people at large, and because they
do not want to sell for any amount of money the freedom and
independence of their country, which to them means everything
and for which they are so ardently striving. [Loud applause.]

Mr. OLMSTED. Before the gentleman takes his seat wiX
]‘Je yield to me for a question?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. OLMSTED. If T remember correctly, the gentleman
made an argument before the Committee on Insular Affairs
last year to the effect that under the organic law, the act of
Congress of 1502, none of the public lands in the Philippine
Islands can be sold to anyone except citizens of the Philippine
Islands?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes.

Mr. OLMSTED. That is the gentleman’s view?

Mr. QUEZON. I think that it is the letter and the spirit of
the law.

Mr. OLMSTED. Would the gentleman be willing to have
this bill amended so that the citizens of the United States
could purchase the public lands?

Mr. QUEZON. DPersonally I would have no objection to it,
provided the citizens of the United States shall be affected by
the limitations of the organic act as to area. Is that what the
gentleman means?

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes.

Mr. QUEZON. Under the leave granted to me by the House
to print I insert as a part of my remarks an ably written article
on “neutralization” by a very well-informed gentleman, Mr.
Erving Winslow, of Boston, secretary of the Anti-Imperialist
League, who has made a special study on the subject.

The timeliness of this article lies in the fact that there is
pending before the House a resolufion, favorably reported by
the Insular Committee, requesting the President of the United
States to enter into negotiations with the powers for the neu-
tralization of the Philippines, as a means of protecting the
islands after they shall have been granted national independ-
ence.

NEUTRALIZATION AMERICA'S OPPORTUNITY.

“Nentralization as ‘the trne road to a perpetual peace’
(Whewell) deserves a far more general and serious considera-
tion than it has received. It is not known that any report has
been made upon the subject by the Berne Bureau International
Permanent de la Paix, to which it was referred by the Peace
Congress of 1904, and the doctrine has found comparatively
few advocates, in spite of the fact that it contains an appeal
not enly to the common sense but to the imagination of man-
kind, while it has actually been most successfully applied for
a long period of time in some notable instances. Had publie
opinion caused the powers within recent years to accept the
doctrine it might hLave been beneficently applied to Egypt,
Koren, the Balkan States, Persia, and various weaker peoples,
whose nationality has been destroyed by arrangements made
in trades and acquiesced in by the greater nations to satisfy
greed and ambition or to preserve the balance of power.

“ Neutralization of nations by their own act and by treaty
between the great powers means the establishment, not of meth-
ods to bring about peace, but of peace itself, the beginning of
a genunine crystallizing process, self-expanding and progressive.
Arbitration assumes difliculties which may lead to war. It

may be sought or, in many specific cases, avoided at will
Neutralization implies the noble abandonment of that sover-
eign right which permits of war. Its authority is the pledge
of the nations, guaranteed by enlightened public sentiment.

“ Neutrality is the creation of the world of Christianity. For
the word neutrality the Latin and the Greek have no eguiva-
lent. The heathen nations knew nothing but the inveterate
exercise of an all-embracing warfare. The idea of limiting the
horrors of war to the contending forces by the abstention of
neutrals was the product of the new life that was developed by
the Renaissance, The statesmen and the lawyers of that time
invented for the characterization of the new principle ‘neu-
tralis’ and ‘neutralitas,’ linguistic barbarisms, interesting
because they prove its novelty. Even in Machiavelli’s day the
precept of the Florentine seems to have been generally accepted,
that a State should never be neutral, because, as he argued,
in case the combatants were strong the neutral would become
a prey of the congueror, and in case they were weak the neutral
would forego the opportunity to dominafe its vietorious ally.

“ Neutrality was hardly touched upon by the earlier writers
on international law. Wheaton recognizes two types of neu-
trality—the first, ‘ perfect neutrality,’ which arises from the
spontaneous attitude of the neutral state itself. This attitude
is supposed to be controlled by international law, of which it
may be noted that it is yet in such a formative state that the
question has been propounded seriously whether it can prop-
erly be called law at all, having no authority to enforce its
edicts and no appropriate punishments to inflict. Some writers
on the subject have rested the claim for its inclusion in juris-
prudence not upon the expositions of the science, but upon the
definition of the author of the Ecclesiastical Polity, the *judi-
cious’ Hooker, that law is ‘any rule or canon whereby actions
are framed. It is obviously proper enough to introduce moral
and philosophical considerations, therefore, into its discussions,
and they are certainly pertinent to ‘ imperfect, qualified, or con-
ventional neutrality,’ which is the result of treaty agreement be-
tween the powers—constituting the act of neutralization—
wholly beyond the operation of international judiecature, if such
there were. This kind of neutrality has as yet received but lit-
tle expert attention. One critic asserts, indeed, that Wheaton's
classification—in which Halleck follows him—can not be main-
tained, because the condition described in the second division
might imply an agreement of the neutralized state, made before
the outbreak of war, to do something inimical to one of the
belligerents. Of course, Wheaton's ‘ conventionally neutralized’
state could never be supposed to contract obligations in time of
peace inconsistent with its peculiar duties in time of war, to
refrain from such obligations being an essential quality of
neutralization.

“ Permanent neutrality is an idea of our own times, recog-
nized first at the Congress of Vienna, in 1815. There are, in-
deed, a few instances of earlier and unsuccessful attempts at
its application. The first was a secret article in the treaty of
July 25, 1791, between Leopold II and the King of Prussia, by
which Russia was invited to join in an agreement to maintain
the boundaries and free constitution of Poland. This treaty,
amounting merely to a recognition of the independence of the
Polish State and providing in no way for its neutrality, disap-
peared in a subsequent agreement for the second partition.
The general recess of the German Empire, following the peace
of Luneville, accorded *perpetual neutrality’ to six free and
independent cities—Augsburg, Lubeck, Nuremberg, Frankfurt,
Bremen, and Hamburg—* so long as they shall remain members
of the Empire and refrain from such hostilities as the Holy
Empire might undertake in the future.! Neither of these
attempts can be considered examples of true neutralization.

“The first use of the term in a treaty between several States
occurs in the treaty of Amiens, in 1802, between France and her
allies and England, with regard to the neutralization of Malta,
which never received the ratification of the powers and is there-
fore only important as an expression on the part of European
nations of the value and true nature of perpetual neutrality in
removing territories forever from the realm of war through the
means of international agreement.

“The terminology of the subject has been uncertain even in
state papers and treaties, so that in the popular mind there is
much confusion, the doctrine of neutrality having been even
extended to cover the immunity conferred upon military hos-
pitals, ambulances, and Red Cross representatives, ngw more
popularly characterized as ‘inviolability.’

“The name of neutralization has been loosely applied to the
agreement made between the United States and Great Britain
in 1817, to maintain a merely nominal force on the Great Lakes,
and it seems inaccurate to apply the term to arrangements for
the abstention from fortifying highways of commerce., The
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assent of the great powers of Europe, and of the United States
perhaps, since the Geneva conference, without protest from the
smaller States, is essential to the nentralization of territory.
It is this neutralization which seems the only measure that
offers itself with an absolute and reasonable hope of a really
solid and permanent peace.

“The development of individual liberty within the State fol-
lows the settlement of public order. With a similar progres-
sion the individual nation now seeks for the first time the op-
portunity for itself which may be obtained through the estab-
lished comity of nations. Hitherto the neutralization of a State
has been established not primarily for its own advantage, but
for the safety and for the benefit of its more powerful neigh-
bors,

“Such was the motive for Swiss neutralization. By the
treaty of Paris, May 30, 1814, the limits of France were reestab-
lished virtually as they had existed in 1792, By a separate and
secret article of this treaty the disposal of the territories re-
nounced by France in the open treaty and the conditions tend-
ing to produce a system of real and durable equilibrium in Eu-
rope were to be decided upon by the allied powers among them-
selves. Thus, while the treaty of Paris was made between
France, Great Britain, Russia, Prussia, and Austria, the pacifi-
catory and restorative measures were confided to the allied
four great powers; France was to have no vote in the congress,
which was convened by these powers in conformity with the
secret article of the Paris treaty. But when it assembled at
Vienna, November 1, 1814, the adroit audacity of Talleyrand
and the disagreement of the allies secured for France a promi-
nent position of influence. Eight powers actually composed
the congress—Great Britain, Russia, Austria, Prussia, France,
Spain, Portugal, and Sweden. Russia’s claims upon Poland
created a disagreement among the powers, as did the claims of
Prussia upon a part of the same territory and upon the Rhine
Provinces. But the final act, which Spain alone refused to
sign, was agreed upon June 9, 1815. The relations of Switzer-
land were determined by a declaration of the powers forming
the congress, dated March 20, 1815, by the act of accession of
the cantons of the same date, and by the final act. Switzer-
land by these acts and declarations was to take the relation of
perpetual neutralify, and (in order to secure this end the bet-
ter) a treaty with the King of Sardinia, of May 15, 1815, pro-
vided that the Provinces of Chablais and Faucigny south of Lake
Leman and all of Savoy north of the Ugines were to hold the
same nentral attitude. Thus Switzerland, Chablais, and Fau-
cigny, and all Savoy north of the Ugines were made neutral
This position of Switzerland, so constituted in 1815 for the sake
of the peace of Hurope, has never been changed, and the other
powers have always respected its neuntrality.

“ Holland and Belgium were united by the congress. They were
disrupted in 1830, and by the freaty of London, April 19, 1839,
between Holland and thefive great powers—Great Britain, Russia,
France, Austria, and Prussia—the Kingdom of Belgiumwas formed
and the condition of perpetual neuntrality imposed upon it. This
condition was established in order that the Kingdom might be a
barrier between the rivals, France and Germany. Its integrity
has been preserved. It was threatened, indeed, during the
Franco-Prussian War in 1870, when Great Britain immediately
concluded two conventions—one between herself, Belgium, and
Prussia, and another between herself, Belgium, and France—
the conditions of which were that if France violated the in-
tegrity or neutrality of Belgium, Great Britain would join her
forces to those of Prussia and, mutatis mutandis, that if Prus-
%g;a were the aggressor Great Britain would ally herself to

ance,

“The Dutch United Provinces, with the larger part of the
Anustrian Netherlands, were constituted into a Kingdom of the
Netherlands, under the Prince of Orange Nassau, including the
Grand Duchy of Luxembourg and a part of the Duchy of Bouil-
Jon. The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg was added to Holland
as an independent state, becoming a member of the German
Confederation, and its boundaries, established at Vienna, were
changed by the act annexed to the treaty of April 19, 1839. A
part of the old territory of Luxembourg was taken from the
Kingdom of the Netherlands and annexed to the Duchy of Lim-
burg. After the disruption of the German Confederation in 1866,
Luxembourg was garrisoned by Prussian troops. But owing to
the remonstrances of France the matter was brought before a
conference of the powers in London, and by treaty of May 11,
1867, between Great Britain, Austria, Belgium, France, Italy, the
Netherlands, Prussia, and Russia, the status quo ante of the
Grand Duchy of Luxembourg was restored and it was made an
open city (ville ouverte), while all the parties to the treaty
agreed to respect its neutrality. Luxembourg, on her gerrt'n
agreed to disarm and dismantle the frontier forts and all o

within her boundaries—the provision of neutrality rendering
them unnecessary. The city of Luxembourg was to cease being a
fortified ecity, the Grand Duke of Luxembourg, however, being
permitted to keep a stated body of troops for the police protec-
tion of his own subjects. Prussia agreed to withdraw all troops
that had previously been maintained within the boundaries of
Luxembourg. The Grand Duke of Luxembourg was to take all
necessary steps, by virtue of his position as grand duke, to
carry into effect the provisions of the treaty, and to convert the
city of Luxembourg from an armed to an open city. In 1870,
during the Franco-Prussian war, Prussia complained that France
had violated the neutrality of Luxembourg. This caused much
discussion and correspondence; the treaty of neutralization was
aot, however, disavowed by Prussia. Since that time the neu-
trality of Luxembourg has been respected by all the powers.

“It is doubtful whether the two Ionian islands, Corfu and
Paxo, which were neutralized by the great powers when the
group was transferred to Greece, in 1864, are otherwise safe-
guarded than by the obligations assumed by the King of Greece

“The city of Cracow and its territory were made a neuntral
State by the Congress of Vienna, in 1815, under the joint pro-
tection of Russia, Prussia, and Austria; but it was claimed that
the failure of Cracow to fulfill the obligations assumed by her—
not to afford an asylum to fugitives from justice, or military
deserters—vitiated the conditions of the agreement, and the city
Inst her liberty in 1846,

* Neutralization is not demanded to-day for the protection of
the great powers from belligerent operations. The smaller
and weaker Statés are demanding for themselves the privileges
of neutralization, with the consequent relief from the dangers
of aggression, intimidation, or annexation, and from the heavy
burdens of militarism, In our time these privileges and their
guaranty are coming to be recognized as an individual and per-
sonal right of the State. Norway has secured for herself a
partial, and would desire a general, neutralization. The subject
is being agitated in Holland. Many publicists in Denmark pro-
mote the effort for the neutralization of that Kingdom, which
has been so ably advocated in particular by F. de Martens;
and a movement was made in Santo Domingo to instruct its
delegates to urge its neutralization upon The Hague. The
neutralization of the Suez Canal was effected by the interna-
tional convention of 1888; but the Panama Cdnal, though de-
clared neutral in perpetuity by the treaty between Panama
and the United States, of November 18, 1903, in conformity with
the terms of the treaty between the United States and Great
Britain, November 18, 1901, is to be fortified, according to a
right reserved in the United States-Panama treaty for *the
protection of neutrality.” This fact, together with the semi-
official assertion now made that the construction of the canal
was a military measure, removes this undertaking, it is sad to
state, from the category of peace measures through the promo-
tion of international commerce, in which it was at first hope-
fully classed. It is a striking fact that the crises which have
threatened the neutrality of Switzerland and Belgium have been
averted in a manner which would inevitably suggest the inter-
vention of a special Providence to one class of minds and to
another furnish convincing evidence that neutralization is not
a weakness but emphasizes the strength and permanency of
peace.

“The greater the number of neutralized States the more
remote in a geometrical ratio become the possibilities of war.
The neutralized State itself renounces all idea of international
contests. It exists essentially for the moral and commercial
progress of its inhabitants. Such a State will be a strong advo-
cate of disarmament and of arbitration. Of course, the people
of such States must put behind them those doctrines which it
was supposed that the world, and the United States in particu-
lar, had well outgrown—that war and the preparations for war
are essential to manly vigor, and that when the sword is
tarned into the plowshare mankind will necessarily become
a race of effeminate weaklings. -

“The neutralized State is excluded from such sovereign func-
tions only as concern war making and its attributes, or which
may in any way compromise the position established by interna-
tional law as essential to neutrality, The surrender of these
fonetions has no meaning to the weaker States, whose reception
of the great gift involves only a technical sacrifice of national
dignity.

“ It is exceedingly important to make a careful discrimina-
tion between protectorates and neutralization, or between lim-
ited neutralization of provinces and that of an entire country,
in view of many vague discussions of this subject which have
exhibited a limited grasp of its true character. It is very com-
mon to quote the failure of the protectorate over Samoa as a
warning against the association of powers to neutralize terri-
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tory, and the lapsing of a joint Egyptian protectorate is like-
wise somefimes quoted to the same effect. But as no State can
be neutralized by its own ipse dixit, neither can the condition
be created by action of two or three nations. As a matter of
fact, such a joint protectorate is less stable, and therefore fur-
ther removed from the equilibrium established by general con-
sent, than the protectorate of a single nation by tacit consent
of the other powers. The opportunity for jealousies and mis-
understandings is so obvious that practical experience was
hardly needed to demonstrate it, and, of course, the ‘pro-
tected’ nation is unlikely to have any proper opportunity to
develop its own powers as an independent State. It is uni-
versal consent which is the essential element of true neu-
tralization.

“The limited or provincial neutralization of a part of the
territory of a State is likewise anomalous, and its non-success
furnishes no argument against the fulfillment of the true ideal.
The acquisition of Savoy by France in 1860, ratified by a
plebiscité, broke that Province away from the neutralized
territories of Switzerland, of which it formed a part by the
Vienna and Paris treaties of 1815; and although the French
Government recognized that some limitations upon the rights
of sovereignty still restrained Savoy by assenting to Switzer-
land’s remonstrance against fortifications of the frontier, the
guaranty of neutralization has not been maintained by the
treaty ‘powers.

“ An important consideration, of course, is that a weak neuntral-
ized State may be unable to fulfill the responsibilities which are
ordinarily attached to the position, notably to prevent a
belligerent from using its lands or harbors or from making
them a basis of hostile operations. In the method suggested,
of converting the weaker nations into neutralized States, we
must revert to the basis of what Whewell ealls ‘ international
jus’ rather than to any existing code of laws. It must be
assumed that the State, being divested of all means of forcible
resistance, as is implied by her amicable attitude, is unable to
resist such violations of her territory. It would not ordinarily
be desirable that one great nation, by individual action, should
intervene to control both belligerents, as Great Britain did in
the case of Belgium, previously mentioned, for the association of
the neutralizing powers implies that though two or more might
be engaged in war they are all enlisted to preserve the sancity
of the contract, irrevocable except by general consent, to
maintain inviolate, as against any one or any group of them, the
neutralized territory. The establishment of this attitude im-
plies a permanent comity of nations to maintain the peace, at
least in neutralized territories.

“ As in the limit as to time afforded by the truce-of God, or
like that which was vainly aftempted by the Vatican to give
pause to the impending war between the United States and
Spain, so the limit placed by territorial lines must exercise an
important influence upon the forces which make for war. If
the whole movement toward the establishment of international
law is based upon the progress of humane and moral ideas, it is
no mere chimerical aspiration to régard as hopefully possible the
largest increase of its sanctions in this direction. Every year
in which the great powers stand associated, even though
prompted at first by mutual jealousies, as sponsors for the
peace of portions of the world's territory, the more firmly es-
tabiished is the precedent, erystallizing into a rule of interna-
tional law, that a State once neutralized must so remain.
That the great powers, whatever temporary disturbances may
arise between some of them, would all stand together for the
guaranty established by them all in perpetuity thus becomes
more and more probable. It is easy to see what an important
influence may be exerted upon war-like motives by this under-
lying and common pledge of a protected peace, growing deeper
and stronger as the spheres in which it prevails become larger
amnd more numerous. That objections by neighboring States,
and perhaps in other quarters, may be raised to the neutraliza-
tion of territory is conceded, but it is perfectly obvious that
these objections have proceeded from selfish and narrow motives
and may disappear with a larger political consciousness which
looks to the reign of peace and of law.

“The most interesting aspect of neutralization, however, is
its application to the undeveloped nations, the people of the
East and of the fropical countries. National consciousness is
awakening through the general progress of enlightenment, and
especially under the impulse which has followed the entrance of
Japan among the world powers. In the Philippiné Islands we
are daily fostering it by an extensive educational system. The
movements and the demands of commerce and industry in the
present conditions are inflicting heavy and still heavier burdens
upon the dependent peoples, whose interests are often ruth-
lessly sacrified to the requirements of exploitation., It is diffi-

cult to believe that this growing national consciousness and the
desires and ambitions which accompany it will long be content
with control by any sort of foreign rule.

“Is it not the part of those who make a study of international
law to anticipate and to provide for that extension of it which
may furnish some orderly and methodical system for the transi-
tion of possessions, dependencies, and some of the eolonies to the
self-governing attitude which, before long, will be claimed by
those now living under more or less enforced tutelage? One
eminent aunthority, Sir Thomas Barclay, in his recent valtable
monograph, ‘ Problems of international practice and diplomacy,’
observes :

“ Might it not become a principle in the public law of Euro

more or less on the lines o}) Articles ?,
eral act of Berlin of Februar
governing colony shall be ena.bl,
claim neutralization?

“Sir Thomas Barclay even provides a scheme for ‘a form of
agreement as to the proclamation of neutralization.’

“A famous divine, whose interpretations of Christian princi-
ples seem to be based on the assumption that the Seripture text
that their fruit ‘is not peace but a sword’' was a statement
of justifiable action instead of a prophetic warning, has
summed up the matter as follows: He asserts that the *eivil-
ized’ peoples, who are alone fitted to develop and expand the
resources of nature, are the ‘ox’ which is entitled to the
manger and to its contents, and from thesé the heathen ‘dog,’
if he is in the way, should be forced to retire. Unfortunately,
these *civilized " people of the Temperate Zones, although able
to plan methods of administration and development, are unable
themselyves to perform the manual labor demanded, which, even
if it were not climatically impossible for them, would be alto-
gether too expensive. Thus, in the pressure for rapid develop-
ment, the native inhabitant must either perform the necessary
labor at the price which permits a profit to his ‘benefactor,
as it is customary to call his owner, or he must go to the wall
The alternative is, of course, that the peon or the coolie is im-
ported to perform the work demanded.

“Much has been said of the excellent administration of Siam
and the Straits Settlements. Yet it is the fact that by imported
labor the natives are almost completely shut out from industrial
opportunity. In South Africa this menace has aroused re-
monstrances which have moved the British Government to
efforts to restrain the introduction of foreign labor at the ex-
piration of engagements already entered into. Jealous as the
great nations and their colonies are of the entrance into their
territories of such labor as the Chinese and other alien races
supply, even rigidly excluding, as is done by the United Siates,
the entrance of any form of it under contract, the weaker
peoples have been subjected to the competition of imported
labor almost without restraint. We should prepare for the
day when the segis of international law may be so extended as to
protect, as their protest makes itself heard, the nations who
are suffering in a manner that must otherwise lead to their
final extinction.

“ Tt is true that some generous and voluntary guidanece might
be beneficial and might even be sought by the weaker peoples
in their national evolution. But this should be given beyond
the sphere of international law, whose funection is to protect
them from and prevent that kind of interference which tends to
crush the national life. Before the establishment of those
maxims and rules which have developed with the growing
comity of nations, the stronger was free to conquer the weaker,
to destroy its property and to slanghter its people. While
recognizing the advance toward a better day, is there such an
advance in the actual state of the relations between the more
powerful and the weaker, under the gunise of a benevolent
trusteeship, as might have been anticipated? We are fully
aware, to be sure, that the scientific process of evolution which
demands the survival of the fittest might seem to be retarded
by an effort to strengthen and support the feeble among the
nations. Who shall decide that any race of men has no capac-
ity to use, no value in the scheme of the universe? While
progressive philanthropy and all the beneficent influences which
are commonly denominated Christian, and the institutions of
Jjurisprudence themselves, do not hesitate to defy the scientific
theory in the case of the feeble individual, its dictum is not
likely t¢ hinder the growing demand for a similarly benevolent
treatment of the affairs of feeble nations.

“ Neutralization would recognize the individual right of the
nationality to its own existence and to its own progress, though
that progress might be less rapid than expected by the civil-
ized world, and certainly much slower than would be desired
by the greed of the exploiter. It is for the law of nations,
like the ordinary laws of society, to recognize, to respect, and
to secure individual liberty. Slavery only knows no law., The
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whole theory which has prevailed under the name of trustee-
ship implies the assumption that the beneficent influences of
civilization could be extended only through the form of owner-
ship, without which no moral, social, and commercial in-
fluences would exert any considerable effect. With such an
object lesson as Japan before its eyes, the world can hardly
deny that the growth and development of self-government is
possible without ownership, guardianship, or protectorate.
Had Admiral Dewey sailed away from the Philippine Islands
as Commodore Perry sailed away from Japan another national
life in the East, with a proper security, might have grown well
toward an acknowledged maturity.

*“ Of course it is not to be expected that the land hunger of the
mere densely populated countries will soon be removed by an
outflow of emigration to independent countries or that the great
nations will very willingly part with their colonies and posses-
sions. But may not a time come when there will be recognized
the freedom of individuals to go to places where their labor is
needed and where they can be assimilated, subject only to the
control of their hosts, the natural owners of the soil? National
barriers are not a hindrance to the free movements of persons,
as they are to the exchange of articles of commerce, and the
recognition of the rights of humanity beyond the limits of na-
tionality will really tend to strengthen rather than to weaken the
nations. The experience of the world has proved that, though
colonial enterprise may have been profitable to a few individuals
and a limited number of interests, it has often been prejudicial
rather than advantageous to the parent country. Friendly alll-
ance and free commercial intercourse are of mutual benefit, and
the phlebotomy of emigration has relieved the nation which is
suffering from the plethora of a congested population, while it
has assisted and stimulated the development of sparsely settled
states.

“T1t is obvious that the unrest which manifests itself in the
subject State, however diplomatically it may be met, is unlikely
to be allayed. The demands of Egypt, of India, and of South
Africa are sure to become more and more insistent. In faet,
the ruling State, even if not forced to relinquish its control
through sheer financial and physical inability, will probably be
obliged, sooner or later, to conform to the growing sense of jus-
tice among its own people and to take measures to set adrift
its ambitious dependency. The new school of thought in Eng-
land is recognizing the possibility of ultimately freeing its sub-
ject peoples and the duty of giving them now larger and larger
measures of local self-government. When the time comes for
their graduation into the ranks of self-governing nations, since
they ecan not have sufficient strength for defense, obviously the
parent nation could hardly fail to see that they were given
proper protection. How conld this be so adequately effected as
by a request to the other powers that they should join with it
in the establishment of a permanent neutralization for the new
States? Of course this does not imply a severance from the
world at large in those ways in which the interests of commerce,
missionary zeal, the spirit of humanity, and international
brotherhood exert themselves, without regard to definitions of
sovereignty. It may be conceded that it is as true of philan-
thropy and Christianity as it is of trade—that they do not
‘follow the flag)

“ Individual service would not be wanting where it was
needed, like that which Gordon gave in China and which has
been rendered .to many another nation by less well-known
Jovers of their kind, neither for greed, ambition, nor love of
power. The brotherly love, such as Stevenson manifested for
his Samoans, would never be found wanting though the clamors
of selfishness were silent when the need for help made itself
heard. Are we to suppose that all the beneficent influences that
are now being exerted in the Philippines, for instance, are being
done for pay or from national pride—that Bishop Brent and
all his fellow workers would cease their efforts if the Philippine
Islands were to be made a neutralized State? From the evi-
dence given by the inhabitants during the period of the govern-
ment at Malolos it is obvious that eagerness for such help was
latent there and that it was eagerly welcomed and supported.
It can not be forgotten that officers captured from our Army
during the war of defense conducted against the United States
by the Filipinos were paroled and hired to teach in the native
schools.

“mThe basis of the idea of neutralization as applied to the
weaker peoples, of course, rests upon a confidence in self-develop-
ment and is a direct outcome of true democratic principles. It
is to be believed that in spite of temporary curves downward,
these principles are, on the whole, making a continued upward
progress. It is undoubtedly true, as has been said, that, waiving
its effect upon the native inhabitants of the soil, material prog-
ress is more rapidly stimulated by the sovereignty of the more
developed nations. An indefinite rapidity of development is,

however, not altogether desirable, as is evidenced by the recur-
rence of the financial and commercial crises which we call
panics. Fostered by artificial trade regulations and the in-
genuity of great financiers and captains of industry, feverish
periods of speculative activity are followed by the cold fit in
which the patient shudders in despair, and a great recession
takes place from the overhasty advance. The lesson which the
world is gradually learning from the results of intense and
hasty greed, far overpassing the benefits which its enterprises
are supposed to bestow, would be reenforced by the example of
independent States pursuing their course under methods which
lack the intemperate fervor of western exploitation. It is
undoubtedly true that the people of the tropical countries,
unaffected by the influence and example of the energetic resi-
dents of the Temperate Zone, might have rested content with
{_}}elr easy opportunities for procuring the simple necessaries of

e,

“If peoples thus conditioned were to have been allowed at a
remote period to enter the family of nations by such a process
as neunfralization, they might have remained satisfied with the
exchange of such natural products as their lands afforded for
the few articles required to supply their needs, manufactured
by people of a higher development. But as the matter presents
itself to-day, contact with the world has planted the seeds of
ambition among these peoples. Their needs and their desires
are increasing with the growth of national consciousneds and
their movement toward independence. Such countries of their
own initiation could never supply the field or offer an oppor-
tunity for large manufacturing enterprises, and there would
therefore be no<nducement for them to erect tariff walls. 'The
effect upon the equilibrium of trade would be indisputably ex-
cellent, a natural export consisting of local produets and an
import to a moderately increasing degree of the products of
manufacture required by the growing wants of an advancing
civilization. 5

“We have in the United States some continning faith in what
is ealled the Monroe doctrine, which, from whatever motive it
was established, is supposed to secure for the States of the
South American Continent conditions which may in a sense be
called those of neutralization. But besides the fact that the
intrusion of the United States into the Eastern Hemisphere has
undermined the foundations of the doctrine in the view of many
authorities on international law, no assertion of such guaranty
as the Monroe doctrine is supposed to furnish should be made
by any single State. This guaranty by a single State can not
be viewed as a world-peace measure. In fact, it may easily be
provocative of war. The great rival powers, each maintaining
that it alome is the true arbiter of peace and that its sovercign
will should be the supreme arbiter in cases of territorial differ-
ences and dispute, are competing to lead in military and espe-
cially in naval strength. The United States it is now claimed
has not only to maintain a navy sufficient to defend its posses-
sions in the other hemisphere, but to guard against aggressions
upon its own home territory and npon the whole South American
Continent. But with neutralized territory no longer cause of
difference or dispute, the naval forces would be released or
could be converted to police duty. In the ideal conditions of
international law and practice a small “union navy"” of this
sort would be the substitute for the futile and wasteful expendi-
tures of our menacing naval armaments.

“ It is possible, of course, that a neutralized nation might fuil
to develop any kind of orderly government for a long time, that
there might be violence and bloodshed, and that the government
established more or less permanently might be an oligarchy or
a despotism. The free will of nations is as respectable as the
free will of individuals. We do not attempt to restrain the
liberty of the individual, even though we think he might be
governed much Dbetter by others than he is able to govern
himself, unless he interferes with others' rights and liberties,
Neutralization recognizes the free individuality of the Siate
and that its affairs should not be directly controlled by for-
eign nations or indirectly controlled by them, as is the case
when the burden of militarism is laid upen it by its liability to
attack. The present situation may be not inaptly compared fo
that which would exist if the protection of the law exerted by
common consent were removed and the weaker individual, who
could not protect himself by his fists, were forced to go about
armed to the teeth to defend himself from possible assaults
ugpon his person.

“ No discussion in the United States of the subject of neutral-
ization can be made without recalling the fact that at the first
participation of this country in the councils for the great powers
Mr. John A. Kasson, in her behalf, at the Berlin West African
Congress, urged the neutralization of the territories comprising
the conventional basin of the Kongo. The congress, although
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deeply impressed by Mr. Kasson's arguments, refused to enter
into a compact which might, in case of war, deprive the belliger-
ent of the means of attack, although a recommendation was
adopted that the parties which might be concerned in a future
act of war should establish and respect the neutrality of these
territories.

“Many publicists have suggested the plan of nentralization
to be applied to the Philippine Islands when the independence
which is contemplated for them shall come to pass. When this
independence is granted, it will be necessary in some sort to
provide for the undisturbed preservation of the national life.
The idea of neutralization was propounded by James G. Blaine
more than a quarter of a century ago, when in 1881 he made
this statement in behalf of the Government of the United
States:

“ It firmly believes that the position of the Hawalian Islands as the
key to the domain of the American Pacific demands their benevolent
nentrality, to which end it will earnestly cooperate with the native
Government.

“And it was only as an alternative that the astute statésma.n
added that—

“if through any cause the maintenance of such a position of be-
nevolent nentrality shounld be found by Hawail to be Impracticable,
this Government would then unhesitatingly meet the altered situation
by ﬁkmx an avowedly American solution for the grave issues pre-
gented.

“Had the perpetual neunfralization of the Sandwich Islands
been established by the consent of all the great powers, the first
step might not have been taken in a direetion which is still
regarded very much as it was regarded when Mr. Fish wrote,
in 1873:

“The acquisition of territory beyond the sea, outside the present
confines of the United States, meets the opposition of many discreet
men who have more or less influence in our couneils, &

“ Mr. Edwin Burritt Smith, many years ago, in the early da
of their struggle for independence, urged the neutralization
of the Philippine Islands. At a later date, Mr. John Foreman,
who has made many valuable contributions to the discussions
of Philippine affairs, declared that if, when she—

“ destroyed the protecting power of Sl)da{n in the Philippine Islands,
the United States had practically sa to the Filipinos: ' You are
henceforth a free people; work out your own destiny; for mo nation
which has become great was ever made; it made itself. We will from
this moment endeavor to persuade all {he great powers to joln us In
declaring your independence and neutrality "—if that had been America’s
attitnde, then the world would have hai such unprecedented mutunl
se!!—ahnfgation. and the powers might probably have agreed to America’s
proposal.

“In an able argument before the Committee on Insular Affairs
of the House of Representatives, April 6, 1906, in support of a
joint resolution introduced by the Hon. Samuel W. McCall in
the House, January 4, 1906, Mr. Moorfield Storey said:

“That it is feasible to obtain such an agreement for neutralization is,
1 think, hardly doubtful. In the first place, if we ask the powers o
the world to make this agreement with us, we are not asking them to
give us anything, The Philippine Islands in their eyes now belong
to us. They are not subjects for toreiﬁ ession. To Interfere
with them means war with us, and that what no foreign power is
at Prmnt seeking. herefore, when we ask them to agree, that we
decide that it Is proper to give the Filipinos their independence, they
will keep their hands off. We are asking them to give nothing. The
request, if made now, is made at a peculiarly favorable time. There
never was In the history of the world a time when the friendship of
the Unlted States was so much desired by everybedy as it is at this
moment, There are many of us who come down from a former gener-
atioh who remember the time during the Civil War when the relations
between this country and England, this eountry and France, this
country and Germany were strained; when we felt that we were con-
stantly living under the shadow of their interference in our affairs;
when the greatest service that could be rendered was to persuade them
to keep their hands off ; and the feeling In this country against those
nations was extremely bitter. But tc-ga% Japan certainly wishes to
coiiperate with us, and she izes the friendship that we have
gshown her In the recent war with Russia. Russia would be anxious
to be our friend If possible, and a reformed Russia will find us warmly
her friend. Germany has shown her desire to be friendly with us
by her recent action about the tariff. France and England are cer-
tainly each anxions to preserve their present relations with us; and
if this country were to ask them simply to make this agreement, I
am perfectly certain that there would be no ebjection. If we sald that
we wanted this thing we shonld get it.

“A citation may well be made from an able address delivered
by the Hon. Albert E. Pillsbury, formerly attorney geveral of
Massachusetts. ot a meeting held in Faneuil Hall, Boston, a few
years ago to discuss the subject of the neutralization of the
Philippine Islands:

“ The proposed neutralization means that the United States shall in-
vite the prineipal powers to join with it in a treaty agreement, setting
the islands apart from conguoest and binding the Inhabltants to abstain
from offensive warfare, with a recognitlon and, If the usual practice is
followed, a guaranty hé the contracting fmwers of their ependence
whenever conceded by the United States. In short, neutralization means
that the Islaads shall not molest nor be molested by any ather power,
and that the nations will recognlze and protect thelr independence
whenever they are made independent.

“s & o The pgreat merit of neutralization appealing allke to
people of all views upon the P'hillppine policy, is that It clears the
path of the most formidable difficulties in the way of working out, to

whatever result, thgedprob!em that confronts us there. Some ndvantnfes
at once to be gained by it are apparent at a glance. It permanentl
removes the islands from the theater of war—a sufficient end in itmll
If there were no ether. It thus relieves the United States from main-
talning a great naval and military establishment in order to be pre-
ared at all times for their defense. It avoids the first and chief ob-
ection always urged against independence—that, if given their freedom,
the islands will at once fall a prey to some foreign power or powers,

“Public opinion as expressed to-day in Congress is support-
ing the declaration long ago made by executive officials of the
United States of our purpose to prepare the Filipinos for self-
government and entire independence. When that preparation
is accomplished, neutralization. of the territory of the people to
be enfranchised would seem to be only a proper complement to
the grant of self-government and independence, and would be
necessary, indeed, to make it effective.

“Here is a reasonable and practicable method of availing
ourselves of existing conditions, unlike many peace movements,
which design plans for a beautiful maechinery whose working
presupposes a converted world and a sublimely elevated public
opinion. Reformers may be in the best sense opportunists. The
peace movement need not seruple to avail itself of the jealousy
of the nations concerning territory which each anxiously covets,
yet perhaps still more anxiously desires to keep from others
by persistently urging that they should agree to leave it to itself
under the wgis of a joint guaranty. How impressive would be
the example of the prosperity and progress of the Philippines
and their people, benefiting by the advantages which the civiliza-
tion of the more advanced nations would offer in exchange for
the opportunities freely furnished for the development of their
resources by foreign capital and commercial exchanges—oppor-
tunities sought in generous competition by the world.

“Treed from the burdens of a military establishment and
favored by the security of a guaranteed and lasting peace, the
islands wonld be irresistible objeet lessons and effect in a
generation more than the eloguence of the idealist is likely to
effect in centuries of pleading for the general and voluntary
abrogation of this element of sovereignty among the great
powers. Why should not the United States, in setting the Fili-
pino people upon their feet, free and independent, use its good
offices to negotiate a treaty with the other great powers, adding
the islands to the list of those fortunate countries that are
forever freed from the peril of foreign war and foreign con-
quest? i

“ Whether the next step toward neutralization comes from the
initintion of a great power like the United States or eventuates
from the counsels ef some general congress called for the
adjustment of the territorial problems which arise at the con-
clusion of great wars, the event would be hailed with enthu-
siasm by all sincere lovers of peace everywhere.”
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History of the law of nations.

Bessional papers of the House of Commons.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, of course the ques-
tion of the ultimate disposition of the Philippine Islands is not
before the House at this time. The Delegate from the Philip-
pine Islands has characterized the suggestion of statehood as an
idle dream. I want to say that, in my opinion, after listening
to the eloquent words of the Delegate from the Philippine
Islands, this House would be prefty nearly ready to admit
these islands to statehood. I do not believe the statement he
makes that the possibility of their being admitted to statehood
is a dream is true. I propose, when this question comes before
the House, to offer an amendment, and in the place of permitting
an independent government there promise them ultimate state-
hood.
giders that question they will not vote in favor of the proposi-
tion which is suggested in the resolution which we will be asked
to consider hereafter,

Now, Mr. Speaker, I desire to call the attention of the House
to the bill under consideration. I am going to support it, but
I hope the House will amend it.

The 60,000,000 acres of land which eame to this country by
cession of the islands to the United States, of course, constitute
a part of our public domain. Now, we permitted the Philip-
pine Islands to sell that land—dispose of it in homesteads—
and put the money into the Philippine treasury. We have not,
however, given the title of these public lands to the Philippine
Islands by any means. It is still in the United States of
America.

A little while after the cession of these islands it was dis-
covered that there was a large corporation in the Philippine
Islands—two or three of them; religious orders—that held, in
round numbers, 400,000 acres of land. There was a feeling of
distrust; there was considerable trouble; the friars had been
driven off the land; they owned it and they wanted to go back
to it. The Philippine people objected, and the question came
up as to the proper disposition of the land.

It was finally determined, and wisely so, that the Philippine

Government should purchase the land from these three orders
‘of frinrs. The land was purchased at an expense of about
$7,000,000. The question then arose as to the disposition of
the land. They became public lands of the Philippine Islands,
and I believe the most, if not all, the members of the committee
and people prominent in the affairs of the Philippine Islands
supposed that these lands would be disposed of just the same as
other public lands were disposed of, namely, only 40 acres to
any one individual and 2,500 acres to any one corporation. I
speak of acres although the law says hectares.

The Attorney General construed the law otherwise, and held
that these lands could be disposed of in large amounts if it
was g0 desired. The larger part of it was so disposed of in
large amounts. What was the result? The result was that
we permitted these people to purchase these lands from the
friars in order to get rid of absentee landlordism, in order to
cut the land up into smaller tracts, in order that the Philippine
people might live on the lands, might carry them on. What
happened? The Government commenced sgelling these lands in
very large tracts, and they went to people who were at that
time officers of a corporation now known as the Sugar Trust. 1
want to quote a few sentences from one of President Taft's
statements before the committee when this matter was under
consideration :

Nor would I regard it as a beneficial result for the Philigplne Islands
to have the fields of those islands turned exclusively to the growth of
sugar. The social conditions that this would bring about would not

romise well for the political and industrial development of the people,
use the cane-sugar industry makes a soclety In which there are
wealthy landowners holding very large estates with most valuable and
expensive plants and a large population of unskilled labor, with no
small farm'l,ng or middle-class tenging to build up a conservative, self-
respecting eommunity from bottom to top.

Now, what have we done and what have we been doing?
We have been taking these lands away from this great corpo-
ration, these three big organizations of friars, and turning
them back and permitting them to go into the hands of another
big corporation—the Sugar Trust.

Mr. OLMSTED. Oh, no.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania says “ Oh, no,” but I say “ Oh, yes,” and my authority

. {8 just as good as his. The lands do not go to the Sugar Trust
directly, but to the officers of the Sugar Trust. They were
ofticers at that time, .

Mr. OLMSTED. They are neither officers nor stockholders
in the Sugar Trust, but, on the contrary, they are the bitter
oppanents of that trust.

I believe that when the membership of this House con-

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Not at the time the testimony
was taken, but at the time the sale was made. They were then
officers of the Sugar Trust.

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Not at this time. I want to state
this proposition. It is proposed by this bill to prevent the sale
of this land in larger amounts to any person than 40 acres and
to any corporation than 2,500 acres. That land is adapted to the
raising of sugar cane, and if we permit the sales to go on
in large amounts, as has been done, the result will be that,
instead of an absentee landlordism in which the landlords
were the religious monks, we will have an absentee landlord-
ism in which the landlords are the sugar people. That is the
condition. This bill, so far as it goes, will tend to correct that
condition, because it will put the Philippine public lands
known as the friar lands in the same class as the other public
lands, and it will for a few moments only, as reckoned in the
life of a nation, prevent that condition.

I want to call attention to what I believe is the crux of the
whole situation. The organic act provided that no agricultural
corporation should be permitted to secure or acquire more than
2,500 acres. It could not acquire more than 2500 acres from
the Government or from private people, but the act did not
provide that no person could aequire more than 2,500 acres.
What is the result? The corporation can not buy up all the
lands in the Philippine Islands, but the people who compose
the corporation may. The stockholders, directors, and officers
of the corporation, under the law as it exists to-day, ean evade
that law by buying up the lands in the Philippine Islands,
angeirmm there large landed estates on which sugar is pro-
du

The proposition that I tried to have the committee adopt
when this bill was up for consideration before the committee
was that we put a limitation upon the amount of land that a
private individual could acquire. Under heaven, what is the
sense of preventing a.corporation from acquiring more than
2,500 acres and permitting officers of the corporation to acquire
10,000,000 acres? I tried in committee to get that put on this
bill, and I am going to offer the amendment from the floor of
the House this afternoon. I do not see how any man can ob-
ject to it. If it is bad, if it is evil, if it tends toward the
development of these great plantations with their attendant
serfdom, which always follows the development of a great
sugar corporation, to do that, why is it not equally bad for
the officers of the corporation to do it?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. With pleasure,

Mr. LONGWORTH. Would the gentleman say how much of
the total output of sugar in the Philippine Islands is produced
outside of the island of Negros?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I can not say.

Mr., LONGWORTH. Is it a large portion?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I do not know.

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin With pleasure.

Mr. KENDALL. Will the gentleman put into the REcorD
t]rae} nndtg?es of the people who have acquired these large tracts
0 andary

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. They are already in the Recorp,
I believe. If not, I shall be glad to put them in.

Mr. KENDALL. And how much each has acquired?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That is in the report, but I will
be glad to put it into the REcorp.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, the reason I asked the
question is because my Impression was—certainly it was so
when I was in the Philippine Islands myself—that practically
the entire output of sugar came from the island of Negros,
and I did not know whether since then, by virtue of the opera-
tion the gentleman has described of people acquiring large
tracts of the friar lands, large amounts of sugar were produced
outside of that island.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I am not sure about that, but I
do know that this land was purchased with the object of estab-
lishing large sugar plantations, and the hearing before the
committee brought out the fact they were developing, in at
least three instances, sugar plantations on this land which
was purchased in violation of what everybody supposed the
law was.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. With pleasure.

Mr. TOWNER. The tract that was acquired by these gen-
tlemen who represented the Sugar Trust, as it is assumed, ‘was
what is known as the San Jose estate, was it not?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That was one of them.

Mr. TOWNER. Was it not the only one?
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Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin, Acquired by the officers of the
Sugar Trust?

Mr. TOWNER. Yes.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Yes; I think that is the only
one acquired by the officers of the Sugar Trust,

Mr. TOWNER. And that contained about 56,000 acres of
land.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Something over 50,000 acres,

Mr. TOWNER. So it should be understood by the House
that no large portion of this tract of 400,000 acres has been
disposed of to the people of the Sugar Trust.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. The gentleman has admitted
that nearly 56,000 acres in one tract has been disposed of to
these people who were at that time officers of the Sugar Trust,

Mr. JONES. I will say to the gentleman, it is 56,210 acres.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. And now that it not the only
large sale of land to one person or to one corporation. If the
Members of this House will turn to the views of the minority
and look on page 3 they will find an account of a large number
of sales.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman permit a suggestion there?

Mr. MORSH of Wisconsin. With pleasure.

Mr. JONES. I would like to say to the gentleman that the
commission algo sold a very large tract to another individual,
but for some reason that sale was not consummated. The con-
tract of sale was duly executed, but the proposed sale was not
consummated.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. * Now, I wish the chairman of this
committee would consent to an amendment to this act at this
time which will prevent the sale of any public lands in these
islands to individuals or prevent the acquiring by indivduals
of a tract of land—oh, put it high enough—in excess, say, of
2500 acres. I believe if he will do that he will do a thousand
times as much for the people of the Philippine Islands as he
will when he passes this bill in this House.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield for just a suggestion?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. With pleasure.

Mr, JONES. As I understand the law now, it prohibits any
individual from holding more than 16 hectares, or 40 acres, of
land——

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. From holding?

Mr. JONES. I mean from buying more than 40 acres of any
publie lands.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin, Yes.

Mr. JONES. More than 40 acres of land, and it is my con-
tention that the same restrictions apply to the friar lands that
apply to the public lands. It is the purpose of this bill to re-
move any doubt which may exist upon this subject. No public
lands have been sold to individuals in excess of 40 acres. The
sales made in excess of 40 acres have been of friar lands. z

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin, We do not know whether that is
true or not.

Mr. JONES. And they bought friar lands because the com-
misgion held that the limitation did not apply to them. It is
the purpose of the bill to make it clear that the limitations
apply to all lands owned by the Philippine people.

Mr., MORSE of Wisconsin. Then go one step further and
prevent an individual from acquiring from the Government or
from anybody more than 2,500 acres of land.

Mr. JONES. Does the gentleman believe that it is within
the power of Congress to prevent an individual from buying
10 acres from another individual?

Mr. MOESE of Wisconsin. I do.

Mr. JONES. I seriously doubt that.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I will put in the Rrcorp some
cases, particularly one in the State of Minnesota, which I have
not here with me on the floor this afterncon, not knowing that
this bill would come up, some decisions which to my mind hold
clearly that in the public interest the sovereign government
can prevent the acquiring for any purpose of lands larger than
a certain amount.

Mr. JONES. By a corporation or an individual?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. By an individual as well as a
corporation.

Mr. MADDEN, T was wondering whether the gentleman be-
lieves that if T own 40 acres of land in the Philippine Islands I
did not have the right to sell that land to some individual who
wished to buy it.

Mr. MORSYE of Wisconsin. If the individual did not own so
much land that the ownership was dangerous to the public
welfare.

Mr. MADDEN. If the idea of the gentleman were carried
out to its logical conclusion nobody wonld be able to sell any
property they happen to own in the shape of land.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Not at all.

XLVIIT—359

Mr. MADDEN. Unless they sold it to some person. who had
no land prior to the purchase,
Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin.

amount presecribed by law.

Mr, JONES. If the gentleman will permit. If a man owned
1 acre of land and another man owned 40 acres, and the man
owning 1 acre bought the 40 acres, that would give him 1
acre more than the amount prescribed by law.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I would not put the limitation
as small as this.
Mr. JONES.

same thing?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Say 2,500, and it would be the
same thing. I do not ask anything unreasonable. The object
of this whole legislation is to prevent absentee landlordism and
the acquiring of large tracts of land to be used for sugar
plantations, because that sort of thing tends to the creation of
two classes, a landlord class and a peon class, if you choose to
call it such.

Mr. TOWNER and Mr. FOWLER rose.

The SPEAKER. To whom does the gentleman yield?

Mr, MORSE of Wisconsin. I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. FOWLER. I desire to ask if there is any limitation
under the law governing the sale of real estate in the Philip-
pine Islands, to prevent corporations from owning an unlimited
number of acres.

Mr, MORSE of Wisconsin. Yes; a corporation is prevented
from acquiring from any source more than 2,500 acres; that is,
an agricultural corporation.

Mr. FOWLER. What is there to prevent an individual from
gelling his land to a corporation?

Mr. MORSE of Wiscongin. Why, the law itself. If the cor-
poration has 2,500 acres it can not acquire a larger amount than
that,

Mr. FOWLER. Is that the limitation which is placed upon
the acquirement of the corporation in the islands?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. It is.

Mr. FOWLER. And it can not hold any more land than
that 2,500 acres?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That is the limitation. But the
individual can do so, and that is what I am trying to point
out to this House,

Mr. FOWLER. One other question. I understand that the
limitation placed on these lands—125,000 acres—is 40 acres to
the individual. Is that true?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That is the amount that an in-
dividual can purchase directly from the Government; yes.

Mr. FOWLER. Why make a distinction between the amount
that a corporation can acquire and the amount that an indi-
vidual is permitted to acquire? .

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. It came about in this way: The
House placed it at one figure and the Senate at another, and
the 2,500 acres is _a compromise, the idea being that it took a
large number of acres of land in one ownership for the estab-
lishment of a paying sugar plantation. Now, in places where
tobacco is raised that is not true, but in the places where sugar
is the prinecipal crop it was decided by the conference commit-
tee and finally passed by both branches of this Congress and
fixed at 2,500 acres.

Mr. FOWLER. Do youn not think it is unwise to allow a
corporation to own real estate and get into the agricultural
business?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I think the gentleman raises a
very close question. I think probably it would not b possible,
either in the Hawaiian Islands or in the Philippine Islands at
this time to produce sugar at all unless a large amount of land
was permitted to be held in one ownership.

Mr. FOWLER. One other question. Is it-not a fact that
the great industrial business of this country is done now by

Who did not have less than the.

Suppose it were S0 acres, would it not be the

corporations?
Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I think so.
Mr, FOWLER. If you permit corporations, then, to own real

estate and engage in the agricultural business, would it not in-
evitably lead to the same condition in the ownership of land and
in the cultivation thereof for dagricultural products?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I think it is quite possibly true.

Mr. FOWLER. Is not that a dangerous thing to the poor
people of this country in acquiring homes for themselves and
their families?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I think the gentleman is quite
likely correct. Now, Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to take any
more of the time of the House.

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. With pleasure,
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Mr. TOWNER. I would like to ask the gentleman whether
he thinks the practice with regard to the restriction of the indi-
vidual ownership of land ought to apply to other Territories
that are under the control of the United States Government?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. It ought to especially apply to the
Philippine Islands. Most of the other Territories, like Alaska,
are not sugar-producing Territories, and it is on account of this
fact and on account of the social conditions, that President Taft
points out, which arise from the sugar business, that I would
insist, in these islands particularly, that that limitation should
apply. I do not believe there is a bit of difference between the
lands acquired by purchase from the friars and lands acquired
in any other way, and I do not believe, so far as the policy is
concerned, that we should make the slightest bit of difference in
the handling of those lands. They are all public lands, They
are all to be disposed of by the Philippine government, and the
mere fact that the Government owes something on them cuts no
figure in this case whatever.

1 believe this bill should be passed, but it should be améended
as I have suggested. It will do some little good if it is passed
in its present form. It will put off for a few years the fatal
day, but now is the time to take the step. We have the bill
here, we can amend it at this time, we can put it through the
House to-day, and we can settle this question forever. And I
sincerely hope the chairman of the committee will accept the
amendment. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OrumsTED] is recognized for an hour.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, the Government of the United
States has given to the people of the Philippine Islands more
generous treatment and a more liberal, more wise, and more
beneficent government than any other country on the face of
the earth ever gave, under similar conditions, to any dependent
colony, provinee, or territory. We have restored peace and
good order, which they had not enjoyed for many years, and
have afforded and given to life and property a protection and
safety unknown during all the previous history of the islands;
we have given them a government in which they have had a
greater participation than they ever had in government before:
we are endeavoring to eonquer the illiteracy which prevails in
the islands, and under our rule more than 9,000 teachers are now
teaching nearly half a million scholars; we have improved
their roads and helped them to many public improvements; we
have increased and improved sanitation and hospital facilities,
and have very materially reduced their death rate; and while
doing all these things we have restored their finances to first-
class conditions.

Now, as often happens under such circumstances, benefits
have to be bestowedsand wise measures enacted over the protest
of some or all of the people to be benefited. The passage of
this bill would prove greatly to the detriment of the Filipinos.
Its defeat will be greatly to their advantage, and yet if we do
them the favor of defeating it we must do so, it appears, over
what seems to me the very unwise protest of one of their
representatives nupon this floor—the eloguent gentleman who has
just addressed you and whose ability I concede. If the people
of the islands were all of his class there might be better reason
for the passage of another bill which will come up here in a
few days.

But he is only one of the few, the very few, the mere handful
of highly educated gentlemen in the islands, and who hope to
govern and conirol the millions of others if they can obtain
Philippine independence. Naturally, they prefer that their
people shall be “poor and independent rather than rich and
dependent?”’ upon the United States. -

It can not be true that the Filipinos as a unit are in favor
of this bill. Not 10 per cent of them ever heard of it, not 10
per cent of them could read it if they saw if, not 10 per cent
of them could read it even if it were printed in the Spanish
language. They would not understand it if they would read it.
Nobody can understand-it without first studying the act of 1902
to ascertain the effect of this proposed amendment. The effect
does not appear upon the face of the bill itself,

Mr. QUEZON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLMSTED. With pleasure.

Mr. QUEZON. Is the gentleman aware of the fact that there
has been in every fown in the Philippine Islands meetings to
urge the support of the bill that is now hefore the House?

Mr. OLMSTED. I am not aware of it.

Mr. QUEZON. 1 assure the gentleman from Pennsylvania
that that is a fact

Mr. OLMSTED, It would be interesting to know just how
the bill was explained to them. The people of the Philippines
have been led largely to believe that there was some project on
foot in the United States whereby great corporations and trusts

were to gobble up the lands of their islands. Nothing is fur-
ther from the truth. Under the law as it stands now no cor-
poration can hold more than 2,500 acres. This question is not
involved. This bill does not change the law at all as to corpo-
rations, but its effect, if enacted into law, will be to limit in-
dividuals to 40 acres of friar lands and prevent their sale or
encumbrance of even that small acreage for five years after
their purchase, It must have been seen by those who heard
my eloquent friend from the Philippines, not only between the
lines, but on the lines, that his objection to the sale of these
lands in larger tracts is based upon the fear that they will be
purchased by citizens of the United States in such quantities
as will render it more difficult to disengage the islands from
the Government of the United States, because, as he frankly
said, those people who bought the lands would come here and
insist that this Government should keep control, as otherwise
their possessions would not be secure.

Why, Mr. Speaker, this bill does not involve any great eco-
nomie principle, any great principle of government. It applies
to about 125,000 acres of land in a country having a land area
of more than 115,000 square miles—an area about equal to that
of the six New England States, New York, New Jersey, and
Delaware combined. It applits only to the unoccupied, vacant,
remaining unsold friar lands,

The public lands, so called, were acquired hy the United
States from the Spanish Crown under the treaty of Paris.
The organic act of 1902 very geperously provided that they
might be disposed of for the benefit of the Filipines. They had
belonged to the Crown of Spain. They had not been, as has
been asserted, the inheritance of the Filipinos. They had
never belonged to the Filipinos until, in the act of Congress of
1902, we gave them to the Filipinos to be disposed of for their
benefit, subject to certain conditions.

One of those conditions was that not more than 16 hectares,
or about 40 acres, should be sold to a single individual. An-
other condition was that no purchaser, even though he paid
cash down, could have the lands except upon the condition of
personal and continued occupancy for five years, during which
period—mark you, for five years—he could neither sell nor
encumber those lands. He could not even borrow money on
them to improve them.

We had a perfect right to impose that condition, whether it
was wise or not, and it can not be considered as illiberal or
unjust to have imposed those conditions so long as we ourselves
were giving the land to the Filipinos. Whether those condi-
tions were wise or unwise was not a subject of just complaint
at that time.

But these friar lands were not public lands. They were in
private ownership and had been in private ownership for many
years before we acquired the islands. We almost compelled the
Philippine Government to purchase them. There were about
400,000 acres of them, in round numbers. About one-half. or
200,000 acres, were vacant, unoccupied, untenanted, wild lands.
About half of them, or, say, about 200,000 acres, were in the
neighborhood of cities. They were thickly peopled. There were
about 160,000 people living on these 200.000 acres,

Under the provisions of the act of 1902, which put no limit
upon the amount of friar lands which could be sold to an indi-
vidual, those lands—the tenanted lands—have been sold or
leased—most of them—and some of the unoccupied lands. There
remain at this time only about 125.000 acres of unsold friar
lands that could possibly be sold in any considerable tracts.

Now, where are those lands? Let me show you. The Binan
estate in Laguna Province contains 725 acres unsold. That is
all in that Provinece. Now, would the Government he over-
turned, would those islands be exploited, if that land were
sold—those 725 acres—to one purchaser? :

T will put this table in my remarks in concise order, but T will
comment upon it as I go along:

Btatement showing the area of unoccupied lands on the various friar
estates Jan. 1, 1911, showing the approzrimate size of the vacant tracts,
Acres.
Binan estate, Laguna Provinee 725
The bulk of this area is In ome tract in the southwestern
part of the estate.
Muntinlupa, Laguna Province
The vacant land lies in the southeastern portion of the
estate and the great bulk of the area is in one tract.
Santa Rosa, Laguna Provinee. . ________ ... _
Probably not over 400 acres of this is in one traet.
Calamba, Laguna Province AL
This, with the exception of a few small tracts. consists of
practically three large tracts of 5,000 acres or over.
Nale Ry Pyt o e o e e e s
This consists of practically two tracts—one in the north-
eastern portion of the estate of about 6,000 acres and the
other on the southern end of the estate of about 2,500 acres;
the balance is in small parcels.

2, 450

1, 300
18, 450

9, 076

Ban Franclsco de Malabon, Cavite Provinee —— e eeeeeeeee
Practically all in one tract.

13, 900
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Acres.
Santa Cruz de Malabon, Cavite Province 14, 700
Practically all in cne tract, adjoining the vacant land on
the San Francisco de Malabon and the Nalc estates,
Imus, Cavite 22, 500
Practically all in one tract and adjoins the San Francisco
de Malabon estate.
Banta Maria de Pandl, Bulacan Provinee. .o ___ 4,125
This is ﬁn scattered parcels not exceeding 100 acres in any
one parce
Orion, Bataan Province 175
One parcel of about 100 acres; balance in small parcels.
Talisay, Cebu Province 3o 10, 000
This is practically one entire tract on which occupants
have leased small areas here and there,
Isabela, Isabela Province 48, 622
Total 146, 023

The above statement shows that there is vacant and available
for sale or lease the following large tracts of friar lands:

Estates, ﬂ“m Area.
Acres.

1 48,622

X 40,000

1 6,000

i %

1 700

1 400

% 10,000

123,122

The Multinlupa estate in Laguna Province has 2,450 acres.
The bulk of it is in one tract. On the Santa Rosa estate there
are 1,300 acres, but not over 400 acres in any one tract.

Now, would the Philippine Islands be exploited or the form of
government be affected if the Philippine Government should sell
that tract of 400 acres in one piece to one purchaser? In the
Calamba estate there are 18,450 acres, divided into a number of
small tracts and three separate tracts of about 5,000 acres each,
The largest tract unsold is in the Isabela Province, 48,622 acres.
That cost the Government $159,851, a little over $3 an acre.
It is in a sparsely settled Province, 100 miles from any seaport,
and that seaport itself 200 miles from Manila. You could not
sell that land in 40-acre tracts subject to the conditions of this
bill in a thousand years. Nobody would buy a 40-acre tract
there under the condition that he could not sell it or borrow
money on it for five years even though he had paid cash for it.
There is no State in the Union, Mr, Speaker, that, so far as I
know, has any limit upon the amount of land that may be pur-
chased by an individual. Certainly I know of my own knowl-
edge that Pennsylvania, Louisiana, Mississippi, and other States
sold out their lands at fixed prices to anyone who wanted to
buy them without limitation as to quantity. I think the same
is true of the State of Virginia and all the other States of the
Union. Why should we put upon the Filipino people a limita-
tion upon the sale of their own lands of 40 acres? They could
not sell them in 40-ncre tracts at any such prices as they can
obtain in larger tracts.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman permit a ques-
tion?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Virginia?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman from Pennsylvania was a mem-
ber of the Committee on Insular Affairs that reported the
organic act. Why did he put a limitation of 40 acres on the
public lands?

Mr. OLMSTED. I am not responsible for the limitation in
regard to public lands. But, as I have said, that was a differ-
ent proposition, because we were giving away the lands, and it
wasg entirely proper and just that we should attach to the gift
any conditions we chose,

Mr., COOPER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has just
suggested that no State in this Union places a limitation on the
amount of land.that an individual or corporation may own.

Mr. OLMSTED. 8o far as I know, none upon ownership by
individuals.

Mr. COOPER. Then wounld the gentleman say that there
ought not to be in the Philippine Islands any restriction upon
the amount of land which a corporation could own there?

Mr. OLMSTED. I would not say that. There are restric-
tions upon the amount that corporations may own.

My. COOPER. Would the gentleman say there ought to be
no restriction on the amount of land an individual might own
or acquire of the public lands in the Philippines?

Mr. OLMSTED. I will not say that. The public lands were
lands we gave them, and I think it was proper to put a limita-
tion on a gift.

Mr. COOPER. Why is it any more proper to put a limita-
tion upon that than it would be upon these four hundred thou-
sand and odd acres of the best lands in the islands, cwned
by the friars?

Mr. OLMSTED. That is just what I was about to try to
explain. The 60,000,000 acres of public lands we were giving
away. We had a perfect moral and legal right to impose con-
ditions upon the gift; but these friar lands were purchased by
the Filipino people with their own money, with the contempla-
tion clearly expressed in the organic act of 1902 that they were
to be sold as rapidly as possible, the proceeds to be put in a
trust fund for the purpose of paying off the $7,000,000 of bonds
on which they had raised the money to make the purchases.
Now, the reason why we ought not by legislation to put these
restrictions upon the sale of these friar lands is that they
could not get out of them in small tracts the meaey to pay
the bonds. Let me show you how it works. Much has been
said about the sale of 056,000 acres to one purchaser in the
island of Mindoro. The purchase was made by one L. L.
Poole. It subsequently developed that he had made the pur-
chase in the interest of three men whose names have been
mentioned. They did not buy it for the Sugar Trust; they
bought it for themselves; and it developed in the hearings
that the Sugar Trust people were angry with them for doing
it. So far as I have ever learned or been able to discover,
the Sugar Trust itself does not engage in the raising of sugar
cane. It refines sugar, but it does not raise any sugar cane.

Mr. NORRIS. It raises Cain, but not sugar cane.

Mr. OLMSTED. As the gentleman says, it may raise Cain,
but not sugar cane. That purchase by Mr. Poole of 56,000 acres
was the San Jose estate, on the island of Mindoro, a distant
island, unsettled, uninhabited. Nobody would have bought a
40-acre tract there. There were public lands adjoining this es-
tate—just as good land—offered at $2 an acre in 40-acre tracts,
but nobedy would buy 40 acres. This 56,000 acres was sold for
$6 an acre, thus permitting the Philippine Government to get
out, with interest, the $208,000 which it had paid for the land,
the entire selling price amounting to $367,000.

I do not know that I would be in favor, in general, of allow-
ing sales in such large quantities as that; but that was an iso-
lated tract, and it was a good business transaction. The only
other very large tract is the Isabela estate, on which I believe
one party was given an option, but threw it up and would not
take it. The Philippine Government can probably get its money
back out of this estate if permitted to sell in tracts to sunit pur-
chasers, but never in 40-acre lots with the nonalienation and
nonencumbrance conditions attached.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, Speaker, will it embarrass my friend if I
ask him some questions?

Mr. OLMSTED. Not at all.

Mr. BUTLER. Is this the only sugar land in the Philippine
Islands?

Mr. OLMSTED. OR, no; there are plenty of sugar lands in
the Philippine Islands. I am glad my friend has asked that
question. The sugar lands in the Philippine Islands are mostly
cn the island of Negros, as the gentleman from Ohio snggested
a few minutes ago. Those lands are worked in a very primitive
style. They get about 60 per cent of the juice out of the cane,
whereas by modern methods they ought to get 90 per cent.
Now, nobody would ever buy an acre of these lands for sngar
purposes if they could only buy 40 acres, because the testimony
before the Insular Affairs Committee, by witnesses from the
Philippines and more particularly from Porto Rico, shows that
there ought to be at least 3,000 to 5,000 acres in one ownership
to justify the erection of a modern centrale, which costs a great
deal of money.

Mr. BUTLER, Is this the only use to which this land can be
put—the raising of sugar cane?

Mr. OLMSTED. Obh, no. The principal products of the
islands are hemp, copra, sugar, and tobacco, in the order named.
Copra, which is the form in which the product of the coconut
is exported for external use, is one of the most profitable. The
exports of copra from the Philippine Islands in 1910 amounted
to more than $9,000,000. The coconut is next to hemp in im-
portance.

Since the gentleman has asked that question, I am reminded
to refer to the report of the Philippine Commission for 1910,
Upon page 116 I read as follows:

Although the Philippine Islands are to-day, owing to fhe favorable
climate and soil conditions, the greatest coconut-producing country in

the world, it has been made practically impossible for a man to own a
coconut plantation here unless he can buy private land, for le can not
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gurc.hase more than 40 seres of Government (publie) land, which, at
4 trees to the acre, would give him a total of 2,160 trees, making no
allowance for land needed for building sites or otherwise umavailable.
As these islands have thousands of square miles of the best coconut
land lying idle, the wisdom of the provision is mot apparent.

Similarly, the islands have very extensive unoccupied and unculti-
vated areas %ertectly adapted to the growing of rice. They ought not
only to feed their own people liberally but to export rice in large quan-
tities to China and other nelghburmg countries where there is a strong
demand for it. Instead of doing this they imported dnrlng the year
rice to the value of 76,643,924, The obvious remedy for this situation
is eultivation ?ﬂn a large scale with modern methods and machinery,
but there would be ground for doubt as to the sanity of a person who
would import modern machinery to work a 40-acre tract of rice land.

Mr. BUTLER. It seems to be conceded all around that it
would be a good thing financially for the Filipino, but it is said
that he is opposad to selling the land in such large tracts. Will
the gentleman from Pennsylvania tell me what was discovered
in the hearings touching the feeling of the Filipinos as to the
disposition of his land in large tracts?

Mr. OLMSTED, It was clear that the only objection to the
sale of large tracts was the fear that it might be gathered up
by ecorporations and trusts of the United States, and that if
purchased here by individuals the purchasers, fearing that their
possessions would not be safe under native rule, would exert
their influence to prevent Philippine independence.

Mr. NORRIS. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield
for a question or two?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. I am asking the questions for the purpose of
gathering information, for T know the gentleman has studied
the question and understands it better than I do. Does the
gentleman think there ought to be no limitation on the amoun
of land that can be acgquired by an individual? '

Mr. OLMSTED. Of public land I think there ought.

Mr. NORRIS, Why should there be a limitation on the
amount of public land and not on other lands? Is not this
land that would be subject to the same objection in one case
as in the other as to being held in large quantities?

Mr. OLMSTED. If there were 60,000,000 acres of this land,
the question of publie policy might come in. As to the public
lands, we were giving them those lands, and we preferred to give
them so that they could only be sold in small tracts.

Mr. NORRIS. I think that is proper; but why should we
limit the public lands as to the amount an individual ean pur-
chase unless it is desirable to have the limitation on the amount
of friar lands that a man can purchase? Why, if it is not de-
girable to limit other lands that a man can purchase, should we
limit the lands that one individual can purchase?

Mr. OLMSTED. The difference is this; If I am giving the
gentleman a farm it is proper and just for me to put conditions
on its sale by him, but it would not be proper and just for me
to limit and put conditions upon the sale of the gentleman's own
farm which he had purchased with his own money.

Mr, NORRIS. The object of the Government in limiting the
sale of public lands is to prevent the ownership of large tracts
of lands?

Mr, OLMSTED. Yes; to prevent the 60,000,000 acres of publie
lands donated by the United States from being gathered into a
few hands,

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to be conceded by all that it is de-
sirable to see that no one individual owns such large tracts of
land, and if that be true—

Mr. OLMSTED. That has not any reference to one indi-
vidual, but the whole situation of the islands. It is not desir-
able that the whole land of the islands shall be gathered into a
few hands.

Mr. NORRIS. It is desirable to have the lands in the hands
of a great many rather than in the ownership of a few.

Mr. OLMSTED. That is it

Mr. NORRIS. If that be true, why should not we put the
limitation on the individual purchasing these lands? It may
be that we have not the legal right to do it, but why should it
not be desirable to limit it in one case as well as in the other?

Mr. OLMSTED. The reason is that we were giving the
lands in the one case, and they can not complain of the condi-
tions; but in the other case it is their own land, bought with
their own money, and we ought not arbitrarily to imppse such
limitations and conditions as will prevent the Philippine Gov-
ernment from recouping iiself for the moneys expended in the
purchase of these friar lands.

Mr. NORRIS. But we are not pretending to take away any
land from any individual; we are only seeking to limit and pre-
vent them from acquiring large tracts of land.

Mr. OLMSTED, It is proposed by this bill to prevent the
Philippine Government from selling the 125,000 aeres of remain-
ing uncceupied and untenanted friar lands in anything above
40-acre tracts, and that I think unwise and unjust. It amounts
to a practical denial of the right to sell.

Mr. NORRIS. I would like to ask the gentleman’s judgment,
if he has given the subject any thought, as to the right, as a
matter of law, of Congress to so legislate as to limit the pur-
chase of land by individuals. I notice that question has been
raised in the discussion here.

Mr., OLMSTED. I think Congress had a perfect right in
disposing of the 60,000,000 acres of public land to provide that
it should not be sold out by the Philippine Government in any
larger tracts than 40 acres.

Mr. NORRIS. That does not quite answer my question. I
am referring particularly to the amendment suggested by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Morsg], who said that he pro-
posed to offer later an amendment of that kind. The guestion
was raised by the gentleman from Iowa that we had no con-
stitutional right to put on a limitation of that kind.

Mr. OLMSTED. I think it is a very serlous question. I do
not care fo give an opinion offhand. I have not considered that
question, as it is not involved in this bill. If you should enact
a law that no man should buy more than 10 acres of land you
would deprive the owners of land of the power of sales and
thus deprive them of much of the value of their property.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, but I suppose that would be con-
trolled in the different States by the constitutional limitations,
In the Philippine Islands, however, we are not limited by any
constitutional inhibition, as I understand it. Still I do not
pretend to understand the legal phase of it, for I never heard
the question raised until now. I thought the gentleman had
studied the question and perhaps had an opinion about it.

Mr. OLMSTED. I have not. It has not even been suggested
until to-day.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, Speaker, I do not desire to go info the
constitutional feature of this, but I am going to leave that part
for bigger lawyers. I want to get at the justice of the thing.
Do the Filipinos objeet to the sale of this land for any reason
except for that of sentiment alone?

Mr. OLMSTED. I do not think the Filipinos would object
to the sale of this land in tracts of any size if they did not fear
that it would in some way affect the guestion of independence.

Mr., GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield in
that connection?

Mr. BUTLER. Just one moment. Has the Filipino in any
way assented to the sale of this lJand? He has a government
there. Has the government been consulted?

Mr. OLMSTED. These friar lands have been sold, so far as
they have been sold at all, in pursuanee of an act of the as-
sembly passed by the Philippine Legislature.

Mr. BUTLER. Who elected that legislature?

Mr. OLMSTED. The Filipinos elected one branch of the
legislature. and it required the agreement of the two branches,

Mr. BUTLER. Did the branch of the legislature elected by
the Filipinos agree to the sale; did it approve the sale?

Mr. OLMSTED. The legislature authorized the sale of the
lands by general legislation. I do not know that these par-
ticular transactions were ever brought to their attention.

Mr. BUTLER. I do not know enough about the organized
government, but I would thank the gentlemen to answer this
further question. The land was sold by a commission.

Mr. OLMSTED. The land was sold by the land department
of the Philipipne Islands.

Mr. BUTLER. The land department of the Philippine
Islands?

Mr. OLMSTED. Through the regular agencies of the Philip-
pine Government.

Mr. BUTLER. And the Philippine Legislature by general
legislation authorized the sale of these lands?

Mr, OLMSTED, Xes.

Mr. BUTLER. Then what are they complaining about? If
the people of the Philippine Islands are unanimously opposed
to the sale of these lands, why did the legislature, elected by
them, authorize the sale?

Mr, JONES. The legislature was not elected by the Filipinos.

Mr. OLMSTED. Some of them changed their views. When °
they found a large purchase had been made by citizens of the
United States, their fears were worked upon to such an ex-
tent that they were led to believe their best lands would all be
gobbled up by American corporations and trusts.

Mr. BUTLER. I must not ask the gentleman too many ques-
tions, and it is because of my high opinion 6f his good judgment
that I venture to constantly interrupt him. I have always

gotten valuable information from him. Was this legislature
elected?

Mr, OLMSTED. The lower branch was elected by the Jili-
pino people.

Mr. BUTLER. 1 understood the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Joxes] to say that it was not.




1912,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

5713

Mr. JONES. I said that the legislature was not elected.
The legislature is composed of two branches.

Mr. BUTLER. The legislature is composed of an upper and
lower house, I suppose.

Mr. OLMSTED. The lower branch was elected wholly by the
Filipino people.

Mr. BUTLER. And that branch consented to this bill?

Mr. OLMSTED. There could not have been any legislation
except by both branches.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Bpeaker, I can not let that statement go
unchallenged. I am not willing to assent to the statement that
the legislature consented to this sale.

Mr. OLMSTED. I have stated that this parficular transac-
tion was never brought before the legislature, so far as I know,
but the act itself was passed by fthe legislature, and in pur-
suance of that act the sale was made.

Mr. BUTLER. There was no restriction upon the amount to
be sold in any one case in the authority given by the legislature?

Mr. OLMSTED. There was not.
| Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

i Mr. OLMSTED. With pleasure.

Mr. QUEZON. Mr., Speaker, I just want to repeat to the
gentleman what I said before when I was addressing the House,
that the Philippine Assembly did pass a bill providing that the
friar lands should not be sold in excess of 40 acres to indi-
widuals and in excess of 2,500 acres to corporations; but this
bill failed to become a law because the Philippine Commission
refused to pass it.

Mr. BUTLER. When was the law passed to which the gen-
tleman refers?.

Mr. QUEZON. As soon as they found out that the Philip-
pine Government had sold to representatives of certain genfle-
men in New York 56,000 acres of land in Mindoro.

Mr. BUTLER. Now, let me ask——

Mr. LONGWORTH. Let me ask the gentleman if this was
unanimons?

AMr. QUEZON. Absolutely unanimous, there being not one
dissenting vote. s g

Mr. BUTLER. Tet us learn something in this connection.
You do elect a legislature in the Philippine Islands?

Mr. QUEZON. No, sir; we elect the assembly.

Mr. BUTLER. Well, an assembly; you electthe lower house?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. BUTLER. You have voters' qualifications there?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. BUTLER. And this legislature that authorized the sale
«of this land was elected by the people?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes. I say this assembly, as soon as they
found out the sale of the Mindoro state, they tried to pass a
bill to prevent further sales of this kind, but it failed to become
a law because the commission did not agree to it.

My, BUTLER. As soon as they comprehended the extent of
their act, as soon as they discovered there was authority in the
commission to sgell this land in large guantities, then they re-
gretted their act? 5

Mr. QUEZON. There is something to be said about that,
and T do not wish to take up the time of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania,

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman permit me to say to his
eolleagne——

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. I think the situation in regard to that mat-
ter is this: The assembly—that is, the legislature—of the Phil-
ippines passed this :act, and they were of the opinion that the
organic law restricted “the sale. They did not provide the
amount which could be sold by the act which applied, as they
thought it would be taken care of by the organie law.

Mr. JONES. They put the same construction Mr. GARRETT,
Mr. Coorer, and many others did upon the langnage of section
65 of the orgamic act.

Mr. BUTLER. I am willing to accept any statement the gen-
tleman may make, but I would like to know how the gentleman
assumes that was in the mind of the Philippine Legislature
when they passed the law. That is what bothers me.

Mr. OLMSTED. The fact is that the Philippine Legislature
passed one law touching friar lands in which they made the
lands salable, subject to the same conditions that the organic
act imposed upon the sale of public lands, but, finding that the
lands would not sell with that limit of 40 acres, they enacted
a later law, authorizing the sale of friar lands, without limit
as to quantity, and in pursuance of that law this sale of the San
Jose estate of 56,000 acres on the island of Mindoro was made.

Mr. STERLING. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. OLMSTED. I will

Mr. STERLING. I understand the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania thinks it important, from a financial standpoint, that
the Government be allowed to sell these lands—that is, the
friar lands—in larger amounts,

Alr. OLMSTED. I think it is of the utmost importance.

Mr. STERLING. And that the Philippine Government thinks

Mr. OLMSTED. It did think so when it passed that act.
Mr. STERLING. In order to provide the money to meet
these bonds.

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes; they were practically compelled by
our legislation to purchase these lands at a price it was almost
feared they would never be able to get for them again and to
incur an indebtedness of $7,000,000 and a charge for annual
bond interest of $280,000. Now, it is highly important that they
shall get out of this land sufficient money to pay off these
bonds, and the prospects are that they will be able to do it if
they are permitted to sell the land in reasonable tracts. And
let me show you how the sale under the provisions of this law
operates. Let me call attention again to the fact that under
this bill as proposed you could only sell 40 acres to one person,
and he would have to live on it continually for five years, dur-
ing which period he conld neither sell it nor borrow money
upon it, and nobody is going to buy much land under those con-
ditions. TLet me show you how it works. Down to December
381, 1910, out of 60,000,000 acres of public land subject to these
conditions there had been only 52 sales to individuals, aggre-
gating less than 2,000 acres. Now, how long will it take to
sell these friar lands—these desolate, wild, unoccupied friar

under such conditions as that?

Mr, STERLING. The gentleman spoke awhile ago about the
gpanish Government ceding this territory fo the United

tates——

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes; the 60,000,000 acres.

Mr. STERLING. At that time did no individual in the
Philippine Islands own title to land? Was their title entirely
in the Spanish Government?

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes; thousands and thousands of acres of
land; but these particular 60,000,000 acres were in the Spanish
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Crown.

Mr., STERLING. That land was outside of land owned by
individuals?

Mr. OLMSTED. None of it was or ever had been in private
ownership.

- Mr. STERLING. Was it under cultivation?

Mr., OLMSTED. No; it was mot. There may have been

some occupants on it, some of what we would call “sguatters,”
and some tenants perhaps, but the provision was made in the
act of 1902 that they might acguire the lands which they were
oceupying.

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman permit me one thing
further in answer to the suggestion made by his colleague [Mr,
Burrer] a few moments ago as to the reason of the apprehen-
sion of the Filipinos?

As T understand, they are twofold. One is, as stated by the
gentleman, the fear that it will interrupt the coming of inde-
pendence, and the other is, as I understand it, the fear that it
will lead back to the very same condition that brought about
the necessity for the purchase of these lands a few years ago;
that is, the ownership in large bodies.

Mr, OLMSTED. There is mot the slightest danger of that.
The trouble at that time was that these lands were owned by
three orders of friars, to whose membership, I believe, no native
priest was admitted. They had great influence in their respec-
tive municipalities, and they exerted it altogether in favor of
Spain and against the people of the islands when they were in
insurrection against Spain. That aroused opposition. They
threw some of these priests into prison, some of them were
killed, and others they drove into Manila, where the Americans
found them when they came to oecupy the islands. There is
not the slightest danger of the lands going back into their
hands again. :

Mr. GARRETT. Let me say, I do not think the Filipinos
fear they will go back into the hands of the friars again, or
into the hands of the religious orders, but one of the troubles
was the ownership of these lands in large quantifies by these
orders, and the Filipino people are apprehensive that the
ownership by any other agency, industrial as well as religious,
may bring about again the same trouble.

Mr. OLMSTED. Such trouble can never come again. It is
gone forever. There were 160,000 people living on friar lands.
They would not pay rent. They would not acknowledge the
ownership of the friars. They disputed title. That has all been
done away with. The Philippine Government borrowed $7,000,000
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and bought the lands from the friars. Its title is not in dispute.
The guestion now is how to dispose of the lands so that the
Government may get its money back. I think it is best for the
islands to dispose of them so that they will be developed and
be productive and furnish good living or good wages to the
people of the islands

Mr. J. M. C. SMITH. T would like to inquire whether or not
the same limitations are placed upon the other public lands as
are sought to be imposed upon these friar lands by this bill?

Mr. OLMSTED. On the public lands which the TUnited
States gave to the Philippines—some 60,000,000 acres—we did
impese the condition, when we gave them to them, that they
could sell only 40 acres to an individual.

AMr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman know whether the
action of the commission in vetoing this act passed by the gen-
eral assembly was unanimous?

Mr. OLMSTED. I never heard of the bill, except as stated
by the gentleman from the Philippine Islands [Mr. QuezoxN].

Mr. QUEZON. I am aware of the fact that the commission
opposed the bill, because the commission believes in selling these
lands in large tracts. Moreover, for several years they have
been recommending to Congress that the limitation imposed by
the organic act on the sale of public lands be removed.

Mr. BUTLER. They want to sell in larger tracts?

Mr. JONES. The commission wants to be given a free hand
in the matter of the sale of both the public lands and the friar
lands.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Without limit?

Mr. JONES. Without limit.

Mr, OLMSTED. I think that statement is without authority.

Mr. JONES. They wish the present limitations removed on
both public and friar lands. :

Mr., OLMSTED, They have proposed limitations.

Mr. QUEZON. Ten thousand acres.

Mr. OLMSTED. S8ix thousand hectares to corporations, 500
hectares (1,250 acres) to an individual. Let us get somewhere
near accuracy. Here is the report in my hand.

Mr. JONES. There have been several reports. Every year
they make some recommendation, and when Mr. Worcester, the
secretary of the interior, under whese department these lands
are sold, was here he urged the taking off of these limitations.
The commission, I will say in reply to the question of the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. LoNeworTH], will never consent to such
a measure as that which passed the assembly. I do not know
just what the vote was, because four of the nine of the com-
mission are Filipinos, but the majority of them are Americans;
and they were all opposed to it, every one of them.

Mr. LONGWORTH. That is the reason I asked whether or
not the position taken was unanimous, considering the make-
up of the assembly.

Mr. OLMSTED. Let me answer the guestion. This answers
partly the question of the gentléman from Ohio [Mr., LoNc-
worTH], the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes], and the
gentleman from the Philippine Islands [Mr. Quezox]. I hold
in my hand the report of the Philippine Commission, and they
do recommend the raigsing but not the entire removal of the
limit on the sale of public lands. This is their language; their
recommendation :

Fifth. That the amount of land which may be acquired, owned, and
used for agricultural purposes in the Philippine Islands by any cor-
poration be extended to 6,000 hectares. ;

Sixth. That the amount of land allowed to be taken up by any one
person under the homestead law be increased from 16 to 50 hectares;
that the amount that individuals may purchase from the G-wrmmenf
be increased to 500 hectares; and that the amount allowed to be sold
or convo.s't'd to corporations or associations of persons be increased
from 1,024 heetares to 6,000 hectares.

Mr. JONES. That is 15,000 acres.

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes; for corporations. One thousand two
hundred and fifty acres for an individual. Now, I was asked
whether they were ununimous. This report is signed by W.
Cameron Forbes (president), Newton W. Gilbert, Dean C.
Worcester, Gregorio Areneta, Rafael Palma, Juan Sumulong,
Charles A. Branagan, and Charles B. Elliott; all the Filipino
members joined in that unanimous report.

Mr. WILLIS. What is the date of that report?

Mr. OLMSTED. November 22, 1910.

Mr. QUEZON. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from the Philippines?

Mr. OLMSTED. I do.

Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to inform the
House that those four Filipino members of the commission are
apprinted and therefore they feel that they have to support
the policy of the administration.

Mr. BUTLER. Who appoints them?

Mr. QUEZON. The President of the United States.

Mr. OLMSTED. The gentleman does not deny that they are
very intelligent gentlemen, does he?

Mr. QUEZON. No, sir; I do not.

Mr. OLMSTED. And the gentleman does nof impugn their
character?

Mr. QUEZON. Not at all, Buf the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania will realize that men are liable to consider their
private interests in every question, no matter whether they are
Filipinos or Spaniards or Americans or Germans, and these
gentlemen, being appointed by the administration, are more or
less under the impression that to remain in their position they
have to support the policy of the Government. [Laughter.]

Mr. OLMSTED. That is the gentleman's assnmption, but I
do not think that any one of them was ever removed or
threatened with removal for failing to agree or vote with the
American members of the commission, and it is a fact that they
do not always agrea.

Mr. JONES. It may be an assumption, but it is a pretty
reasonable one. [Laughter.]

Mr, OLMSTED. As to that, let me call your attention to the
case of the United States internal-revenue collector who, al-
though openly opposing President Taft for reelection, was not
only not removed from that position, but, his term expiring, he
was actoally reappointed a few days ago; and I ask the gen-
tleman from the Philippines if he has ever known of a Filipino
official in that country being discriminated against or intimi-
dated in any way by the administration? :

Mr. QUEZON. I do not say that, I simply say that it is
natural and human to be influnenced by those to whom we owe
our position.

Mr, TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
statement?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. TOWNER. Lest Members get the idea that the com-
mission has the right to dispose of these lands alone, is it
not true that these lands can not now be disposed of without
the act of the lower assembly of the Philippine Islands, which is
composed of Filipinos elected by their people?

Mr. OLMSTED. The organic act provides that these lands
shall be disposed of only in accordance with laws passed by
the Philippine Legislature.

Mr. TOWNER. And the effect of this' law is to limit the
right of the Filipinos themselves to dispose of their own prop-
erty? ]

Mr. OLMSTED. That is what the pending bill would do.

Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from the Philippines?

Mr, OLMSTED. Certainly,

Mr, QUEZON. The cffect of this bill will be for Congress
to do what the Filipinos want to do, and what they are not
allowed to do. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. Before the genfleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. OrysTED] resumes, the Chair wants to admonish Members
that when they desire to interrupt a gentleman who has the floor
they should rise and address the Chair. There is not anything
so calculated to produce confusion as for a Alember to sit in
his seat and interrupt a Member on the floor, because the Mem-
ber who is making the speech can not hear half the time and
know what the other gentleman says. I take occasion at this
moment, when nobody is sitting in his seat and interrupting,
to make that announcement.

Mr. OLMSTED. Now, Mr, Speaker, to show the operation
of this bill should it become a law, I have already stated, and
I state again, that during the 10 years ending December 20,
19010, the Philippine Government was able to make only 52
sales of public land to individuals under the conditions which
the organic act imposed upon them. They have sold 82 tracts
of friar lands in excess of 16 hectares.

Here is a complete table showing all of them:

Friar lands salca of more than 16 hectarcs to one pergon,

Total
Purchasers. Estate. e Price.
Adriana Sevillana. P1,184.58
Victoria Rallos. ...... 1,500, 84
Juan P. Gordoro. 25,005,901
Anacleto Reyes. . 6,033.07
Jacinto Y . 4,569, 13
Au 0... 6, 064. 26
FPol de Jesus.. 3,079.22
Pedro G. Gonzales 10,000, 41
Monica Galvez... 11,764.09
Claro Castro...... 4,818, 11
Lazaro Buktaw.. 7,044.14
Manuel Casal.....cocevecanannnn 24,372.71
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Friar lands sales of more than 16 hectares to one person—Continued.
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Tumas Nepomoceno. . 726.
Pablo Perlas........ 10, 010.
Podro Perlas.._._..... 23, 542.
Viturina de los Reyes. 7,876,
Delfin Vallejo.......... 8, 180.
Poneiano Vallejo.... 360.
Andres Zavalla. .... 29, 920.
gl g L e 11,849,

Of the 82 persons who have thus purchased more than 16
hectares each of friar lands, T8 are Filipinos and 4 are Ameri-
cans. Four hundred and ninety-two persons have outstanding
leases of more than 16 hectares each of friar lands. Four
hundred and seventy-five of such lessees are Kilipinos, 15 are
Amerieans, and 2 Englishmen. The most of these leases are
for one year. A few of them are for shorter (p. 208) and a
few for longer periods. Some of them contain specific options
to purchase, as in the case of Gen. Emilio Aguinaldo, who
acquired possession of 1,050 hectares under a lease with an
option to purchase, and as construed by the officials of the
Philippine Government every lease of friar lands involves an
option to purchase. If any of these sales or leases in excess of
16 hectares to one person were illegal they were all illegal,
whether the purchasers were Filipinos or Americans.

The first on the list is a sale of 19 hectares. There was a
little tract of 19 hectares. Would any prineiple of government
have been subserved by requiring that those 3 in exeess of 16
hectares should be lopped off?

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman permit me to call his at-
tention to a matter?

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes

Mr. JONES. I have noticed what you say in your minority
report on that subject. The gentleman will recall what sec-

tion 65, which provides for the disposition of these friar lands,
has to say on that subject. It says:

Such settlers and occupants at the time said lands are acqnired by
the Government shall have the preference over all others to lease,
purchase, or acquire their holdings within such reasonable time as
may be determined by said Government.

Now, that 19 hectares of land to which the gentleman refers
was the “holding” of a Filipino. It was in his possession,
and the law expressly provides that settlers and occupants
shall be permitted to purchase their holdings. The purchases
of small tracts in excess of 16 hectares, to which the gentleman
directs attention, were made by settlers and occupants, and
such purchases were authorized by section 65.

Mr. OLMSTED. That is the statement of the gentleman,
and undoubtedly his belief; but the gentleman dees not know
that to be a fact. I might just as well say it is not a fact as
for him to say it is.

Mr. JONES. I know it is a fact as well as I can know any-
thing that has been told me by others,

Mr. TOWNER. That is as to that individual instance, but
not as to all those other sales. Wounld the gentleman say that?

Mr. JONES. I mean to say that so far as I know to the
contrary every one of those small sales to natives was a sale to
a man in possession of the land at the time.

Mr. TOWNER. ‘' The gentleman says so far as he knows tfo
the ?cautrary, but has he information which will enable him to
say

Mr. JONES. I do not think there is a single exception.

Mr. OLMSTED. Can the gentleman, without looking at the
report, name to me a single native who purchased the land
which he was occupying?

Mr. JONES. I can not give names of these natives any more
than the gentleman can. He can not even pronounce the names
of the natives he has in the report before him,

Mr. OLMSTED. I can pronounce some of them.

Mr. LONGWORTH. This bill would prevent any Filipino
who owned 41 acres of land selling that 41 acres hereafter to
another Filipino, would it not?

Mr. OLMSTED. No. It would prevent the Government sell-
ing more than 40 acres. If the Government had a tract of 41
acres, it could not sell more than 40 acres. I do not know what
it eould do with the other acre.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Anyone who owned 41 acres of the
friar lands could not sell that.

Mr. OLMSTED. He could not sell it for five years after
purchasing, that is sure. Now, I want to make a further sug-
gektion to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Jones] that if his
construction of section 65 is right, then even lands held by the
occupant would be subject to the limitations of the act, or,
as he says, the 40-acre limitation applied to the public lands.

Mr, JONES. What limitations does the gentleman refer to?

Mr. OLMSTED. If salesof the friar lands, under section 65,
are limited at all to the conditions applicable to public lands,
they are all applicable to holdings of more than 40 acres. ;

Mr. JONES. The gentleman has the act before him, and he
knows that although this section provides that the land shall be
disposed of according to the provisions of this act, the last
sentence makes it clear that settlers and occupants of friar
lands shall be permitted to purchase their holdings. An ex-
ception is expressly made in favor of settlers and oecupants.

Mr. OLMSTED. If it is inimieal to the interests of the
people that anybody shall buy more than 40 acres, why was it
not just as objectionable for a man who had squatted on the
land to buy more than 40 acres?

Mr. JONES. There is no law that prevents a man from
owning over 40 acres. There is a law which prevents his buying
from the Government over 40 acres.

Mr. OLMSTED. That is what I am talking about—buying
from the Government.

Mr. JONES. This exception is not the only one in the law.
I call the gentleman’s attention to section 14, which provides
that wherever, prior to December, 1908, a native was in the
occupancy of land he was not limited to the 16 hectares.

Mr. OLMSTED. If the gentleman will read that, he will find
he is entirely mistaken.

Mr. JONES. I wish to correct myself.

Mr. OLMSTED. I have already corrected the gentleman.

Mr. JONES. Section 14 provides that patents may be issued
to any native for lands occupied by him prior to the 13th of
August, 1898, but limits the quantity to 16 hectares. It also
provides that those persons who held equitable interests in
public lands prior to the transfer of sovereignty might perfect
their titles to those lands. As to those lands, there is no limi-
tation as to quantity. This, I think, is a correct statement of
the law as set forth in section 14,
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Mr. OLMSTED. There is no reference in section 14 to any-
thing except the public lands, when it provides that title shall
not be granted to any land for more than 16 hectares in extent.

But it is not worth while for the gentleman and myself to
discuss the proper construction of section 65. The attorney gen-
eral of the Philippines delivered a written opinion upon it. The
Attorney General of the United States delivered an opinion
upon it. Mr. Moorfield Story, a distinguished lawyer of Boston,
delivered an opinion upon it; and in the report upon the friar-
land investigation I had the honor to prepare an opinion which
was signed by eight other members of the committee, which I
will, if given permission, insert in my remarks here, showing
my views and theirs upon the proper construction of section 65,
and that it does not limit and was not intended to limit the sale
of friar lands or to impose upon them the same conditions of
nonalienation and nonencumbrance for five years, which apply
to the sales of public lands. I have already pointed out that in
10 years the Government could sell less than 2,000 acres of the
public land in 40-acre tracts, under these conditions of non-
alienation and nonencumbrance for five years, while it had no
diffieulty in making a great many sales of the friar lands at
greatly higher prices than the public lands were offered at.
Friar lands in larger tracts sold at $6 alongside of public lands
which could not be sold at $2 in $40-acre tracts,

I was about to illustrate how the 40-acre tract limitation
would operate on the friar lands. Here has been a sale—the
third on the list—of 18 hectares of very valuable land at a price
equal to $722 an acre. Does anybody suppose they could have
sold that at such a figure if they had to chop off 2 hectares?
And what sort of a price could they have obtained from a
separate and distinet purchaser for the 2 hectares? Here is a
sale of 59 hectares and another of 127 hectares, and so on. It
would have been impossible to have sold those lands if you had
to cut them down to 16 hectares. They would not divide into
40-acre lots. It would have been impossible to sell them at any
such price, and they could not have sold them at any reasonable
price if the purchaser had to keep them five years before he
could =ell them or borrow money on them.

When this question of friar-land sales arose in the last Con-

_gress a committee was appointed to investigate it. The gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes] himself in his majority re-
port upon this pending bill quotes from President Taft's
message of December 21, 1911. The President said:

Pending an investigation by Con at its last session, through one
of its committees, into the disposition of the friars' lands, Secretary
Dickinson directed that the friars’' lands should not be sold in excess
of the limits fixed for the public lands until Congress should pass
upon the subject or should have concluded its invest tion. This
order has been an obstruetlon to the disposition of the lands, and I
expect to direct the Becretary of War to return to the practice under
the opinion of the Attorney General which will enable us to dispose
of the lands much more &)romptly and to prepare a sinking fund with
which to meet the $7,000,000 of bonds issued for the purchase of the
lands.

I call attention to this language: “This order has been an
obstruction to the disposition of the lands.” And now gentle-
men propose by the passage of this bill to make the obstruction
permanent. That will be the effect of this bill.

Mr. SULZER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. SULZER. I know the gentleman from Pennsylvania
has made a thorough investigation of the subject matter, and
I would like to inguire whether the people in the Philippine
Islands are in favor of enlarging the number of acres that may
be purchased or keeping the law just as it is.

Mr. OLMSTED. The people of the Philippine Islands, as I
am convinced—some of them—the few of them who have really
considered this matter, are very much afraid, and impose
upon others the belief, that if they are sold in large tracis the
big trusts and corporations in the United States will yobble
them up: that the people of the United States becoming inter-
ested there would fear that an independent Filipino Government
would render their position less secure and would have sufiicient
influence with Congress to prevent the granting of Filipino
independence.

But I do not think that the disposition of 125,000 acres (for
that is all that is left of the unoccupied friar lands, and much
of it could not be sold in very large tracts) will have any effect
at all upon the question of Filipino independence. I think
‘their fears are groundless. I do not think that any corpora-
‘tion or trust is going down there in any such way. In fact,
corperations are, by the present law, limited to the ownership
of 2,500 acres, and this bill does not touch that.

1 think it would be a good thing for the islands if some one
would establish one or more modern sugar centrales and be per-
‘mitted to buy land enough to warrant them in doing it. I be-
lieve it would be a good thing for the Filipinos to have an ob-
ject lesson and learn the modern methods of making sugar.

They could learn to make it a great deai cheaper than they do
now. Now they do not save over 60 per cent of the cane juice,
whereas by the modern methods they could save 90 per cent.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, OLMSTED. I will

Mr. SLAYDEN. Does the establishment of a sugar centrale
depend on the purchase of a large body of land? -

Mr. OLMSTED. No sane man would put up a centrale unless
he had land enough to raise the cane so as to be assured of cane
enough to run his plant.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman have sufficient time to conclude his remarks.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iennsylvania asks
that the time of the gentleman from Pennsylvania be extended
g0 that he may finish his remarks. Is there cobjection?

There was no objection. :

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the courtesy of
my colieague and of the House.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Another question. My impression of a
sugar centrale is that it is a mill prepared fo grind or erush
the cane and make sugar. It may raise that cane or it may be
cane raised by the small farmers in the vicinity. That is done
in some instances in the United States, and perhaps it is done
in Cuba, but about that I am not informed. Can not that be
done just as well in the Philippine Islands; can not the people
g:llng_, around the centrale raise the cane and sell it to the cen-

e?

Mr. OLMSTED. They could, but would they? That is the
question that the party would want to be sure about before
they put in the money to establish the centrale. We took a
great deal of testimony before the Committee on Insular Af-
fairs in regard to that when we had the Porto Rico question
before us, and the unanimous testimony was that nobody would
be justified in putting the requisite money into the construction
of a centrale, which Is very expensive, requiring elaborate ma-
chinery and in some cases a railroad running to the field so
as to bring in the cane promptly, unless he had land enough to
assure him of a sufficient gqnantity of cane.

They could not depend upon the natives to raise a sufficient
supply, and therefore it was deemed wise in the case of Porto
Rico to allow a limit of 3,000 acres. Secretary of War Dickin-
son thought that the limit ought to be 5,000, but we con-
cluded to allow them 3,000, which would assure them of a
reasonable amount of cane, and then it was our belief that it
would be better to let them depend more or less upon the
farmers for the rest. Porto Rico is a small island, and the
sugar territory there is quite limited.

Mr. SLAYDEN. The gentleman would not advocate as a
policy elsewhere than in the Philippines, perhaps, the acquisi-
tion of farming lands by corporations in such quantities that
it would to some extent at least interfere with individual
ownership of lands?

Mr. OLMSTED. It would not to such an extent that it would
interfere with individual operations. Neither under this law
nor under the present law can a corporation own more than
2,500 acres of land in the Philippines.

Mr. SLAYDEN. I am sure the gentleman will agree with
the suggestion that it is better for any country to have the
people interested in the ownership of the soil than to have
the corporations own it and the people working for them as
hired hands.

AMr. OLMSTED. As a general proposition that is true: but
the owners of the soil, so far as sugar is concerned—and I am
not saying whether sugar is to be raised in the Philippines
or not—

Mr. SLAYDEN. I am assuming that it is.

Mr. OLMSTED. If it is, there must be sufficient capital to
put up one of these centrales.

Mr. SLAYDEN. That is the manufacture of the farming
product into sugar.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. JONES. Is it not true that the Mindoro Development
Co., which owns only 2,500 acres of land, has gone to work and
put up a magnificent sugar centrale and spent a great deal of
money on wharves, harbors, and so forth?

Mr. OLMSTED. I am not advised as to that. I think they
did have it in contemplation. Whether they have done it or
not I do not know.

Mr. JONES. Ob, yes; they have erected it.

Mr. OLMSTED. If they did, they did it because they had
made sure that they could get the ecane from the owners of
large tracts of land.
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Myr. JONES. Because they made sure they could get the
cane from Horace Havemeyer and his associates, who bought
506,210 acres of land adjoluing them.

Mr. OLMSTED. If they bave erected a centrale, I have no
doubt they did it on some assurance of that kind. Otherwise
they would not have been sane business men. My information
is that it has not been constructed. I may be mistaken.

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman is mistaken about that. It
has been constructed

Mr. JONES. Then they have the object lesson that the
gentleman desired.

Mr. OLMSTED. I am glad that they have. It will be a
good thing. I do not think that there is any sugar mill in
Louisiana dependent entirely upon cane raised by other people.
Such mills are invariably owned by those who also own a large
acreage of cane-producing land. In Hawaii very large bodies
of cane lands are owned by those who grind the cane, and it
is so in Cuba and in Porto Rico, fer the 3,000-acre limit did
not pass the Senate.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLMSTED. I will.

Mr. FOWLER. I did not quite understand the gentleman
as to whether the law is so specific as to confine the alienation
of-lands to citizens of the Philippine Islands.

Mr. OLMSTED. I have never put that construction upon
it. The gentleman from the Philippine Islands, the Resident
Commissioner [Mr. Quezox], does put that construction upon
it, and if I correctly understand the gentleman from Vir-
ginin [Mr. Joyes], he puts that construction upon it. I do
not.

Mr. FOWLER. Can that same construction be placed upon
the alienation of the individual to the land that he may own?

Mr. OLMSTED. No; I think not.

Mr. FOWLER. The gentleman thinks the individual then
may sell his land to a foreigner the same as to a resident?

Mr. OLMSTED. If he bounght public land he could not sell
it to anybody for five years after that, and then he could sell
it to anybody he pleased, so far as the law now stands.

Mr. FOWLER. A resident or a foreigner?

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes.

Mr, FOWLER. Why not limit both the individual and the
Philippine Government to the sale of land to the resident Fili-
pino, or to the resident of the Philippine Islands?

Mr. OLMSTED. If that is a desirable thing to do, the gentle-
men may sugeest it in the form of an amendment. I do not
agree to support it, however.

Mr. FOWLER. Does the gentleman not think it advisable
that the citizen own the land instead of the foreigner?

Mr. OLMSTED. I believe since the gentleman asks me that
it would be a good thing for the Filipincs, if they could in-
duce industrious American citizens to go there and invest a
reasonable amount of capital in development of the islands,
and in showing them modern processes of agriculture in which
they are very backward and deficient. I do not know that I
would want to be one of the Americans to go, but I think it
would be a splendid thing for them to encourage residents of
this country or England or any other countiry to go there and
help them to make the islands as prosperous as the fertility of
the =oil entitles them to be. ;

Mr. FOWLER. Onght not such people to become citizens of
the Philippine Islands if they want to own the real estate there?

Mr. OLMSTED. Well, I do not know that they would want
to stay there a long time before they could acquire even 40
acres,

Mr. FOWLER. Is it not better that the land should lie
unimproved and without value to the citizen than to sell it to
a foreigner, although he might improve it?

Mr. OLMSTED. That question does not necessarily arise
in the consideration of this bill, but I think it would do more
good to the Filipinos to get some intelligent, sturdy, honest
foreigner in there to show them how to farm,

Mr. FOWLER. But does the gentleman think they ought to
give up their lands and homes for that purpose?

Mr. OLMSTED. There is no danger of that. There is ten
times as much land there as the Filipinos will cultivate—land
enough to support 50,000,000 people.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLMSTED. I will,

Mr. JONES. The question I wish to ask my friend from
Pennsylvania is this: He said in reply to the gentleman from
Illinois that Mr, QuezoN, the Commissioner from the Philip-
pines, held that these lands could only be sold to natives. He
did not mean to say by that that Mr. QUEZoN was the only one
who held that opinion?

Mr. OLMSTED. No; I distinetly said that, if I correctly
understood the gentleman from Virginia, he had expressed that
opinion,

Mr. JONES. And all the minority members of the Com-
mittee on Insular Affairs of the Sixty-first Congress who signed
the minority report, and the three majority members who
signed the report written by Judge Madison, took that view,
Judge Madison was very strong and emphatic in his declara-
tion that under the law nobody but natives could hold the
land.

Mr. OLMSTED. If that is the law, it ought to be changed.
I do not think that the people of the United States, who gave
60,000,000 acres to the people of the Philippines, ought to be
deprived of the small privilege of purchasing 40 acres, if they
want it

Mr. JONES. I am not discussing the wisdom of the law.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, it is not my intention to oc-
cupy more time of the House. I am not in favor of having the
lands of the Philippine Islands exploited in the offensive sense
of that term, in the objectionable sense in which we gener-
ally use and understand,it, but I do not believe there is the
slightest danger of that. There are 60,000,000 acres of public
lands tied up with these restrietions.

Mr. SLAYDEN. May I ask the gentleman how much of that
is arable land, if I may be permitted to do so?

Mr. OLMSTED. If the gentleman means by that land which
could be cultivated, I suppose almost all of it could.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Well, how much land is there in the Philip-
pines altogether in acreage?

Mr. OLMSTED. There are more than 115,000 square miles.
I should say seventy to eighty million acres.

Mr. SLAYDEN. And 60,000,000 acres of it nearly all arable.
I?ﬂnot an enormous percentage of that area rocky and untill-
able?

Mr. OLMSTED. On the mountain tops there is a consider-
able part that probably could not be cultivated.

Mr. SLAYDEN. My information has been that a large part
of the islands of the archipelago are small islands that are
recky, that have no soil on them at all of any consequence.

Mr. OLMSTED. A Government officer who has just visited
the Philippines has reported upon the wonderful fertiiity of
those lands. Of this 60,000,000 acres of public land much of it
is very fertile.

Mr. SLAYDEN. The percentage of that which may be cul-
tivated is a question in my mind.

Mr. OLMSTED. There are certainly a great many more mil-
lions of acres which could be readily cultivated than have ever
been cultivated in the past 400 years.

Mr. SLAYDEN. My friend says his information is that
120,0;)0,000 acres of the 60,000,000 acres are tillable agrienltural
ands,

Mr. DICKINSON. In the majority report, out of 60,000,000
acres 20,000,000 acres are classed as agricultural land.

Mr. OLMSTED. What report is that?

Mr. DICKINSON. The majority report.

Mr. OLMSTED. I do not accept that as correct. There is
much of this land which to the casual observer might not seem
arable but on which coconut trees can be raisad, and they are
the most profitable crop on the islands. The rubber plant grows
wild and can be cultivated so as to be a profitable crop.

Mr. DICKINSON. I am simply calling the attention of the
gentleman to the majority report with respect to the numbar of
acres of agricultural land. -

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I must not trespass further
upon the time and courtesy of the House. I have already
pointed out how difficult, how impossible of sale, the passage
of this bill would make these 125,000 acres of vacant friar
lands—how impossible it would be for the Philippine Govern-
ment to reimburse itself to meet its obligations incurred in their
purchase The islands are sufficiently protected from exploita-
tion by the existing Iimitations upon the 60,000,000 acres of
public lands. These 125,000 acres of unsold friar lands are
in different islands and seattered through six different Proy-
inces, and they are in irregular tracts, not readily divisible into
40-acre lots, and not salable in such lots.

Why should we impose upon the Philippine Government a re-
striction upon the sale of its own lands, which it purchased with
its own money, the proceeds of its own bonds, for tha payment
of which it must provide?

These were private lands for many decades before the Span-
ish War, and it is only fair that the Philippine Government,
which bought and paid for them, shall ba permitted to realize
upon them as soon as possible upon such terms and conditions
as its own legislature may presecribe.
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If Congress is to fix any limitation at all upon the sale of
these friar lands, it ought to be along some reasonable lines, so
as not to split up either small tracts or large ones into unsalable
fractions; and there is certainly no reason in the world which
anybody can give why a person, having purchased and paid for
40 acres of land, shall not be permitted to sell them if he so
desires, or mortgage them so as to raise money to cultivate and
improve them.

To place upon the sale of these friar lands the same limita-
tions and restrictions now imposed upon the sale of the publie
lands is substantially to deny to the Philippine Government the
right to sell its own property and to deprive it of the means of
discharging its own obligations.

The protection of the Philippine Islands from exploitation is
already accomplished in the restriction of 60,000,000 acres of
public lands to sales in tracts of 40 acres each, The disposition
of the friar lands is purely a matter of business. No great
question of public policy is involved except the policy of con-
verting them into cash as speedily as possible.

The sale of 125,000 acres in tracts considerably larger than
40 acres would not have a tendency to disturb any settled pol-
icy or to overthrow any great principle of government; but to
put upon the sale of these friar lands the restrictions and
onerous conditions sought to be imposed by this bill would
practically prevent their sale and work a wholly unnecessary
and inexcusable injustice upon the Filipino people.

I submit that the Philippine Government ought to be permitted
to dispose of its own lands as it shall see fit. [Applause.] The
existing law does not limit the sale of friar lands, but leaves
that matter entirely to the Philippine Legislature. Under per-
mission of the House I here insert as part of my remarks the
following section of the report which, on behalf of the Commit-
tee on Insular Affairs, I had the honor to present to the House
March 3, 1911:

VED JULY 1, 1902, DEAL
T Tasess . 0 Oavese GrAcis Coomh
TREATY OF PEACH WITH SPAIN, AND CONSTITUTING THE PUBLIC

DOMAIN OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE PHILIFPINE ISLANDS. DO THE

PROVISIONS OF THOSE SECTIONS APPLY ALSO TO THE FRIAE LANDS,

WHICH DO NOT NOW, AND NEVER DID, BELONG mw:wx:’;lnﬁ;;z?::

DD, Aan BT SUMSEQUENT PURCHASE BECAME THE FROPEETY OF THE

GOVERNMENT OF THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS?

The act of Co entitled “An act temporarily to provide for the
administration of the affairs of civil government in the Philippine

Islands, and for other purposes,” approved July 1, 1902, and commonly
c:aIlao:li “ The orgtnnic i115‘:1:.“ ris abwc?é. long act, divided Into 88 sections,
covering a at variety of subje

Oertaﬁn of these sections rela cally to lands in the Philippine
Islands belonging to the United tes, having been achuum our
Government I?om the Spanish Crown under the treaty of is. 038
which need be tgﬁnsldered here are sections 12 to 17, both inclusive,
which read as OWE :

“8gc, 12. That all the propert{ and ts which may have been ac-
guired in the Philippine Islands by the United States under the treaty
of peace with Spnsn, signed December 10, 1898, except such land or
other proj as shall ﬂ deslgnated by the President of the United
States for military and other reservatlons of the Government of the
United States, are erebﬁl lacad under the control of the Government of
gald islands totlac e;(}ml?hnu?i for the benefit of the inhabitants thereof,
except as prov n a

“Sge. 18. That the government of the Philippine Islands, subject to
the provisions of this act and except as herein provided, shall class
according to Its agricultural eharacter and productiveness, and shall
1mmed1n§el make rules and reggl:rﬁons for the lease, sale, or other dls-
position ofy the public lands o than timber or mineral lands, but
such rules and regulations shall not go into effect or have the force of
law until they have received the approval of the dent, and when
a{proved by the P;'e:‘l}dant t%:ey shm be submitted by ngjsn uf& ego ;.

beginning o e next ensuing session
S by Congress at sagtd sesslon they shall at the close of

proved or amen

h jod have the force and effect of law In the Philippine Islands :
;’?’% ¢d, That a single homestead entry shall not uxceod’iﬁ hectares in
extent

**R¥c.14. That the Government of the Philippine Tslands Is hereby
authorized and empowered to enact rules and regulations and to pre-
seribe terms and conditions to enable persons to perfect their title to

ublie lands in sald islands, who, prior to the transfer of sovereign
Prom Spain to the United States, had fulfilled all or some of the condi-

tions re e Spanish laws and royal of the Kingdom
otosl:minq for th‘;y acqnmmm of leﬁiletltla thereto, yet fail to secure con-
veyance of title; and the Philippine Commission 1s authorized to issue

atents, without compensation, to native of said islands, conveyin
{’itle to any tract of land not more than 16 hectares in extent, w{lc
were publi¢ lands and had been sctually ocen by such native or his
ancestors prior to and on the 138th of August, 1898,

* 8pe. 15, That the Government of the Philippine Islands is bereby
authorized and empowered, on such terms as it may preseribe, by gen-
eral legislation, to provide for the grant or sale and conveyance to
actual occupants and settlers and other citizens of said islands such

rts and portions of the public do other than timber and mineral
ands of the Unlted States In said isla as it ma!\;edeem wise, not ex-
ceeding 16 hectares to any one person, and for t! sale and convey-
ance o% not more than 1,024 hectares to any corporation or association
of persons: Provided, That the grant or sale of such lands, whether the

urchase price be pnid at once or in partial gymenta. shall be condi-

oned upon actual and continued mupang{. provement, and cultiva-
tion of the premises sold for a period of not less than five years, durin,
whieh time the purchaser or grantee ean not alienate or encumber sa
land or the title theretn, but suech restriction shall not apply to trans-
fers of rights and title of inberitance under the laws for the “distribu-
tion of the estates of decedents.

* Bec. 16. That in granting or selling any part of the public domain
under the provisions of the last preceding section, preference ih all
cases shall ﬁlven to actual occupants and settlers; and such public
lands of the United States In the actual possession or occupancy of any
native of the Philippine Islands shall not be sold by said Government to
any other n without the consent thereto of said prior occupant or
settler first had and obtained: Provided, That the frlor right hereby
secured to an occupant of land, who can show no other proof of title
than possession, ghall not apply to more than 16 hectares in one tract.

ber, trees, forests, and forest products on lands
by the Government of the Philippine Islands nnder
the flrovisions of this act shall not be cut, destroyed, removed, or appro-
priated except by special permission of said Government and under such
regulations as it may prescribe.

“All moneys obtained from lease or sale of any portion of the publie
domain or from licenses to cut timber by the Government of the I’hilip-
pine Islands shall be covered into the insular treasury and be subject
only to appropriation for insular tgurpoaes according to law.”

It is clear that, standing by themselves, these sections do mot deal
with private lands or with lands which then were, or might thereafter
become, the property of the Government of the Philippine Islands.
Their operation is, by their very terms, confined to * propor{]y and rights
which have been acquired in the Philippine Islands by the United States
under the treaty of peace with Spain' Ssec. 12); “publie lands™
(sec. 13) ; * public lands in said islands which had the subject of
transfer of sovereignty from Spain to the United States" (sec. 14) 3
“the public domain * * * ‘of the United States In said islands’
(sec, 53 ; “ public lands of the United States™ (sec. 16) ; “ public do-
main " (=ec. 17).

The terms “ public domain” and * public lands,” when used In an act
of Congress hout qualifying words, are always descriptive of prop-
e of the United States, and no other, .

he sections guoted do not in themselves contain any reference to the
so-called friar lands, which were not the property of the Spanish
Crown; were not acquired by our Government under the treaty of
peace and do not now, nor ever did, constitute any portlon of the
puhlic land "™ or “ public domain of the United Btates.” The friar
lands were, at the time of the treaty of peace, and at the time of the
passage of the act of Congress of 1902, in private ownership. Some
six years after the treaty of Paris, and two years after the passage of

the organic act, t.hle_f were purchased the Phlé-lipptue Government in
pu}:sg:.g‘cg&of anthority contained in sections 63, 64, and 05, as follows:

That the Government of the Phitilp ine Islands is hereby
authorized, subject to the limitations and cond: tfons rescribed in this
act, to acquire, receive, hold, maintain, and convey title to real and per-
sonal cnropertx and acquire real estate for public uses by the exer-
cise of the rlgﬁt of eminent domaln.

* 8pc. 64. That the powers hereinbefore conferred In section 63 ma
also be exercised in respect of any lands, easements, appurtenances, an
hereditaments which, on the 13th of August, 1898, were owned or held
by_assoclations, corporations, communities, religious orders, or private
indlvidnals in such large tracts or parcels and in such manner as in the
oglnlon of the commission tnjluriously to affect the peace and welfare of
the ple of the Phlltpgtne slands, And for the purpose of provtdl.nﬁ
funds to acquire the lands mentioned in this section s;}?d Government o
the Philippine Islands is hereby empowered to incur indebtedness, to
borrow money, and to issue, and to sell at not less than par value, in
gold coin of \t.he United States of the present standard value or the

valent In value in money of said islands, upon such terms and con-
tions as it may deem best, registered or coupon bonds of said Govern-
ment for such amount as may be necessary; said bonds to be in de-
nominations of $50 or any multiple thereof, bearing interest at a rate
not exeeedl.ng 4} per cent per annum, payable quarterly, and to be
Bgyable at the pleasure of sald Government after dates named in said
nds, not less than § nor more than 30 years from the date of their
Issue, together with interest thereon, in gold coin of the United States
of the present standard value or the equivalent in value In money of
said Islands; and sald bonds shall be exempt from the payment of all
taxes or duties of sald Government, or any local authority therein, or
of the Government of the United States, as well as from taxation in
any form or under State, municipal, or local authority in the United
States or the Philippine I ds. 'he moneys which may be realized
or received from the issue and sale of said bonds shall be applled by the
Government of the Philippine Islands to the acquisition of property
aunthorized by this sectlon, and to no other purposes.

“8ec. 65. That all lands acquired by virtue of the preceding section
shall constitute a Eart and portion of the public J:roperty of the Gov-
ernment of the pine Islands, and may be held, sold, and conveyed,
or leased temporarily for a period not exceeding three years after
their acquisition by said Government on such terms and conditions ns
it m.gL prescribe, subject to the limitations and conditions provided for
in't act: Provided, That all deferred payments and the interest
thereon shall be Dmﬁ!e in the money prescribed for the
principal and interest of the bonds authorized to be issued in payment
of said lands by the preceding section, and sald deferred payments
shall bear interest at the rate borne by the bonds. All money realized
or received from sales or other dls's tion of said lands or reason
thereof shall constitute a trust fund for the payment of Pr 1;31 and
Interest of said bonds, and also constitute a sinking fund for the
payment of sald bonds at thelr maturity. Actual seftlers and occu-

nts at the time said lands are acquired the Government shall have
fﬁe preference over all others to lease, purchase, or acquire their holdings
within such reasonable time as may be determined by said Government.”

Nowhere in these sections are the friar lands g)oken of as “public
lands* or as coonstituting *“ parts and portions the public domain
of the United States in said islands.”

Bection 64 authorized the Philippine Government to purchase the
lands of the religions orders and, for the purpose of providing the
necessary funds, to issue and sell bonds, the proceeds thereof to be
applied to the acqcx:isltioa of the said lands and to no other purpose.

ction 65 authorizes the Philippine Government to sell all lands
acquired by virtue of the preceding sectlon * on such terms and condi-
tions as it may prescribe, subject to the limitations and conditions pro-
vided for in this act,” and requires all moneys realized from said sales
to be placed in a trust fund or Blnkh}ﬁ:efsund for the payment of the
rincipal and interest of said bonds. the phrase “ subject to the
imitations and conditions provided for in this act™ bring forward and
extend to these friar lands, purchased by the Philippine Government
with its own money, and for which it is to reimburse itself out of the
proceeds of their sales, all the restrictions placed by sections 12 to 17
upon the & on of lands belo: g to the United Btates, but which
that Government was practically gi n% away for the benefit of the
Filipino people in the manner and upon the terms it chose to adopt for
thag purpose? Does that language extend to the friar lands owned
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L:iv the Philippine Government the provisions of those sections which
anding % themselves, deal only with lands owned by the United
States? e Philippine Legislature and the Philippine officials did
not so construe it.

Section 15 of the organic act required legislation by the Phj%p;ilne
Government providing for the sale of public lands of the TUnited
Btates. Bectlon required legislation prescrlblnf terms and con-
ditions for sales of friar lands belonging to the Philippine Govern-
ment. The l’hlllgpine Legislature passed Act No. 926, entitled * The
guhllc-lands act,” which was amended bi,' Act No. 979, approved

ctober 7, 1903, The second chapter of this act limited the purchase
of public lands by a corporation to 1,024 hectares and by an indl-
vidual to 16 hectares, and it provided that * no assoclation of persons
not organized as above and no mere Pnrtnershlp shall be entitled to
purchase a greater quantity than will equal 16 hectares for each
member thereof.” 8u uently the legislature ed Act No. 1120,
known as the “ friar-lands act,”” in the preamble of which it is set forth
that * the sald lands are not ‘publi¢c lands’ in the sense in which
those words are used in the public-land act * * * and can not be
acquired or leased under the provisions thereof, and it is necessary to
provide proper agencies for carrying out the terms of sald contract of
purchase and the reguirements of sald act of Copgress with reference
to the leasing and selling of snid lands and the creation of a sinking
fund to secure the payment of the bonds so izssued.”

The ninth section ‘of this so-called friar-lands act required of the
chief of the bhurean of m{mhl[c lands that “in making such sales he
shall proceed as provided In chapter 2 of the public-lands act.” This
wag properly coustrued by the Philippine officlals as imposing the
same limitations upon the sale of friar lands as had been in their
public-lands act imposed upon the sale of public lands. It was very
soon discovered that friar lands could not sold to any considerable
extent under such conditions; therefore, by the Philippine Act No.
1847, :anprored June 8, 1908, the friar-lands Act No. 1120 was so
amended as to remove the obiigation to follow the terms of the public-
lands act, and thus to remove its restriction upon the amount of friar
lands that might be sold to a single purchaser.

Section 80 of the organic act requires “ that all laws passed by the
Government of the DPhilippine Islands shall be reported to Congress,
which hereby reserves the power and authorlty to annul the same.”
In purspance of that requirement, the acts above mentioned, both
original and amendatory, were duly certified to Congress, which has
taken no action thereon.

The change in the Philippine law toucblnf friar lands is fully
explained in volume 8 of the Annual Report of the Becretary of War
for 1008, at page 48, Part II, in the following language:

* Certain important amendments to the friar-land act have been
made. This act made the provisions of chapter 2 of the public-land sact
apply to sales of friar lands. The amount of land which could be sold
to an individual was thus limited to 16 hectares, which would in very
many cases have defeated the obvious intention of the act to allow
tenants to secure their actual holdings, and would have delayed for
many years the sale of large tracts, thus obllgingrthe Government to
continue to pay interest on their purchase price. The provision of the
public-land act that surveys shenld be In regular subdivisions was
entirely impracticable on oceupied friar estates on aeccount of the very
irregular form of actual holdings,

*The further requirement for advertising after application for pur-
chase had been made imposed an entirely needless and unwarranted
expense of 20 to P100 on each purchager, and the most liberal ar-
rangement relative to payment possible was that it should be made in
one installment, after five years, with interest at 6 per cent.

“Under the law as amended there is no limit as to the amount of
lIand which may be purchased.”

The report of the Secretary of War. embodying the report of the
Philippine Commission and Iincluding ihe language quoted, was sub-
mitted to Congress by I'resident Roosevelt in December, 1908, Thus
that construction of the law was given full publicity, not only in the
Philippine Islands but in the United States, prior to
of the present administration and long prior to any negotiations by
anybody for the purchase of the San José estate.

If the phrase *subject to the limitations and conditions provided
for in this act,” appearing In section 65 of the organic act, renders
the friar lands subject to the conditions found in section 15, by the
game reasoning the friar lands must be subject to the provisions of
all the sections touching 1puhliu: lands. Among them is section 13,
which provides that " a single homestead entry shall not exceed 16
hectares in extent.” Was it intended that the friar lands purchased
by the Philippine Government with borrowed money to be repaid out
of the proceeds of their sales should be subject to homestead entry?
Bection 14 requires that patents shall be issued without compensation,
“ eonveying title to any tract of land net more than 16 hectares in
extent which were public lands and had been actually occupled by
said native or his ancestors prior to August 13, 1808 While the
San José estate and one or two others were practically untenanted,
the most of the friar lands were occupied by natives or their ancestors
prior to August 13, 1808, All of the most valuable of the friar lands
were thus occupled. Was it the intentlon of the organic act that the
Philippine Government should be compelled to issue patents to these
friar lands without compensation? If so, the requirement that the
procecds of sale should be placed in a sinking fund for the repayment
of the bonds was of very little value.

Section 14 also limits the former ocenpant of public lands to the
acquisition of mot more than 16 hectares; but sectlon 65, relating to
friar lands, declares that * actual settlers and occupants at the time
said lands are acquired by the Government shall have the preference
over all others to lease, purchase, or acquire their holdings within
such reasonable time as may be determined by said Government.”
Had Congress intended to limit the preference of such occupants of
friar lands to 16 hectares, would not that limitation have been clearly
expressed as in the case of public lands? Does not the use of the term
“their holdings' indicate an Intentlon to give them the preference
and the right to acquire their entire holdings, whether more or less
than 10 hectares?

In the table above given there appear the names of many tenants
who bave acquired title to lands previously occupled by them in
amounts exceeding 106 hectares each.

If the limitations of section 15 apply at all to the lands s.ciinired b
the Philippine Government under section 65, they must apply to afl
lands so acquired. Was it the intention of Congress to cut up, dis-
tribute, and impair these tenant holdings of friar lands by cl!pp?ng oft
here and there the hectares in excess of 16? 1If tenants holding 20, or
30, or 40, or more hectares and given the privilege over all others “to

the commencement:

leage, purchase, or ac%n[re their holdings " are limiied in that prefer-
ence and in that purchase or acquisition to 16 hectares, then to which
particular 16 hectares does the preference and the right of acquisition
extend? Trom which Pnrticulnr hectares are other persons excluded
from purchase? By holding off for a term of years such tenant miglft
hold a hundred or a thousand hectares against all the world, and then
finally have the right to purchase only 16 himself.

Mr. Storey, in his opinion, ecites parts of sections 65 and 15, respee-
tively, but in each Instance omits the proviso which is a very im-
portant part of the seection. Thus the proviso to section 1% provides,
as to public lands, * that the grant or sale of such lands, whether the
gurchasc price be paid at once or in partial payments, shall be con-

itioned upon actnal and continued occt;gancy, improvement, and cul-
tivation of the premises sold for a period of not less than five years,
during which time the purchaser or grantee can not alienate or en-
cumber said land or the title thereto, but such restrictlon shall not
gp]y to transfers of rights and title of inheritance under the laws for

e distribution of the estales of decedents. If any part of that
section applies to friar lands, it all applies. Congress, as already
stated, has practically requlred the Philippine Government to acquire
these lands, in the purchase of which it incurred an indebtedness of

7,000,000 and an annual interest charge of $280,000, Section 65 con-

mglntes that the proceeds of sales of these lands shall be used to
meet these interest charges and pay the principal of the bonds. Is it
reasonable to suppose that Congress intended not only to limit each
sale to 16 hectares (40 acres), but also to make sales practically impos-
sible by requiring that the purchaser must actually occupy, improve,
and cultivate the premises for five years, during which period, even
though he pay the full eash price on the day of sale, he is forbidden to
either sell or mortgage or in any way encumber the land? That was
not an unreasonable provision where the Government of the United
States was giving uwng its own land; but a most unreasonable condi-
tion to impose upon the sale of friar lands purchased by the Phili?-
pine Government with its own money and from the sale of which it
was to provide the funds for its own relmbursement. The legislative
intent must plainly appear before such a construction can be justified.

If the terms and conditions of section 15 apply to lands purchased
and sold under authority of section 65, so also must the provisions of
section 16, which declares that—

‘“such public lands of the United States in the actual possession or
occupancy of any native of the Philippine Islands shall not be sold by
sald Government to any other person without the consent thereto of
said prior occupant or settler first had and obtained : Provided, That
the prior right hereby secured to an occupant of land who can show
no other 11:aroo£ of title than possession shall not apply to more than 16

hectares in one tract.”

Is it reasonable to suppose that Congress Intended that limitation
to apply to friar lands? id it intend to [g]event the Philippine Gov-
ernment from selling, at all, friar lands in the ssfon or occupancy
of persons who had no title and did not seek to obtain one? Did
Congress intend to compel the Philippine Government to buy land upon
which there miiiht be settlers without title, which land the settiers
were not compelled to buy, but which the Government could never sell
without their consent first had and obtained?

Section 65, which authorizes the sale of friar lands * subject to the
limitations and conditions provided for in this act,” provides that
the money realized from the sales of such lands “ shall constitute a
trust fund for the payment of prineipal and interest of said bonds.”
Sectlon 17 requires that *‘all moneys obtained from lease or sale of
the public domain ol covered into the insular treas-
ury and be suléject only to appropriation for insular purposes accord-
ing to law.” urely it was not intended by section to extend the
terms and conditions of sectlon 17 to sales of friar lands.

All the parts of the act must be considered together and given har-
monious and reasonable construction so as to effectuate the legislative
intent. The words * subject to the limitations and conditions pro-
vided for in this aet,” as found in sectlon 65, are not meaningless nor
without effect even if held not to refer to the provisions of sections
12 to 17, which deal with public lands. There are plenty of * limifa-
tions and conditions provi for in act” to which the sales or
leases of friar lands are made subject. For instance, that they may
not be leased for a period exceeding three years (sec. 65) ; that de-
ferred payments and Interest thereon shall be payable in the money

rescribed for the payment of the prineipal and interest of the friar-
and bonds issued in payment for sald lands; that the money realized
{from the sale of lands shall constitute a trust fund and not go into the
insular treasury for gemeral purposes; that actual settlers and oeccu-
pants shall have the preference over all others to lease, purchase, or
acquire thelr holdings;.that public works, duly authorized, may be
construeted over and upon them {sec. 74) ; that corporations may not
hold more than 1,024 hectares (see, 75). This provision is general
and applles to public lands, private lands, and friar lands alike,

Section 74 bears evidence that the act all the way through recog-

the distinctlon between lands of the United States and lands of
the Phillppine Government. It confers authority for public works to
be constructed “over and across the publie property of the United
States and over similar property of the Government of sald Islands.™
This important section upon the subject of franchises contains numer-
ous conditions to which friar lands, as well as pullic lands, are sub-
{ected. It provides that “lands or rights of use and cccupation of
ands thus x{ranted ghall revert to the Governments by which they
wera respectively granted upon the termination of the franchises and
concessions under which they were ﬁ‘ranted or upon thelr revocation
or repeal,” That is plainly one of the limitations and conditions sub-
jeet to which the purchasers may acquire friar lands.

There are many other * limitations and conditions™ preseribed in
the organic act, general in character, and which may reasonably be
construed to have been extended by sectlon 65 to friar lards: but the
limitations and conditions specifically lnggosed by sections 12 to 17
upon the sale and disposal of Jands owned by the United States, and
which this Government has generously permltted to be sold for the
benefit of the Filigmo people, can not by any reasonable construction
be made to extend to sales by the Philippine Government of lands

urchased with its own money from private owners and which never
gld belong to the United States.

It is guite within the power of the Phillppine Legislature to limit
the amount of friar lands which may be sold to a single noncorporate
purchaser, but it has not done so and Congress has not done so.

In construing the statute we must of course consider all its parts,
and may also properly take into consideration the events nnd condi-
tions which led to its passage. In passing upon the statutory remedy
we must consider the mischief for which it was intended to be the cure.
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“The legislative department is supposed to have a consistent
or policy and to intend mothing inconsistent or incongruous. The mis-
chief intended to be removed or suppressed or the cause or necessity
of any kind which induced the enactment of a law are important fac-
ftors to be considered in its construction. The purpose
law was enacted is a matter of prime importance in arriving at the
correct interpretation of its terms. (Lewis's Sutherland Statutory Con-
struetion, second -editlon, sec, 471.)

“The intention of the legislature in enacting a law is the law ftself,
and must be enforced when ascertmined, although it may not be con-
sistent with the strict letter of the statute. Courts will not follow the
letter of a statute when it leads away from the intent and purpose of
the legislature and the conclusions inconslstent with the general pur-

of the act. (Ibid., sec. 363.)

“ Statutes are to be construed as may best effectuate the intention
of the makers, which sometimes may be collected from the cause or
oceasion for passing the statute, and where discovered it ought to be
followed sith judgment and discretion in the construction, though the
construction may seem contrary to the letter of the statute.” (Big
Black Creek Improvement -Co. ». Commonwealth, 94 Pa., 450.)

If it be argued that the qualification *“subject to the limitations
and conditions llnmvmad for in this aect,” as foupd in section @5, in-
cludes necessarily all the limitations and cendifions anywhere found
in the act, even though they were definitely and d.lstluct!; applied in
connection with sales of publie lands only, the answer is found in the
decision of our highest tribunal, as reported in McKee v. United States,
164 U, 8, 287 (book 41, Lawyers’' Co-op, Ed.,, 437). The fourth section
of an act of Congress, ap March 2, 1891, distinctly provided
“{hat any sum or sums of money received imto the Treasury .of the
United Btates from the sale of lands bid in for taxes in any BState
aunder the laws described in the first section of this act, in excess of
the tax assessed thereom, shall be d to the owners of the land so
bid in and resold, or to their legal heirs and representatives.

That lang'uu.ie WARS Very ‘renmt. but the Supreme Court of the
TUnited States held that it did mot apply to all cases. Mr. Justice
Yeckham, delivering the opinion of the court, said:

“There was added to the act of 1891 the last clause of section 4,
which wonld cover all such cases, and we are of opinion that this last
clause does not refer to or cover the cases of these owners who are
mentioned in the first clause of the same section. se this
curlous result might and in this particular case would follow, ete.”

He then ds to consider * the contemporaneous history"” of
the sale of ds under the provisions of the tax act of 1861,

and says:

“It{s true that if the language used in that Imst clanse be given iis
widest and broadest application it would include :all owners of Teal
estate which had heen seld in m:g Porﬂon of the comntry under the
provisions of the direct-tax act. But we think a perusal of the whole
act prevents our giving this unlimited construction, because to do so

d conflict with what we think was the intention of Congress, gath-
ered from the provisioms of the whole act. TUnder such circumstances
it is not only the right but it is the plain duty of the court to limit by a
proper construction the otherwise boundless application of the general

nguage used in the statute.”

The opinion econcludes in these words:

“1In case we think the intention of Congress was plain, and that
the general language of the last clause of section 4 should not be held
to include the class of owners of lands mentioned in the first clause of
the same section, for whose case lon was therein made.”

Applying the
take into consideration the comtemporaneous history and the events
and conditions which moved Ceongress to autherize the purchase and
sale of these eo-called friar lands.

Prior to the B

of lands in the hIl'iEp[ne Islands were in the private own of
the friars, Under the Spanish régime these priests possessed and
exercised t power and influence in the communities which they
resided. e of their estates were uneccupied, but the most of them

were thickly tgenpled. The tenants and subtenants and their families

upon these estates numbered more than 160,000, The ‘Fi]jglnn
peog e were engaged in an effort te throw off the tyranny and despotism
of Spain. Partly beeause the friars were mot in sympathy with this
insurrection, and partly because theg were alleged to be oppressive and
wmsatisfactery landl , the tenants turned upon them. The priests
were driven from their Etal-rlshes and fled to the city of Manila, where
they were found when the Americans took possession of the islands.
When the Americans had sssumed control the friars insisted upon their
rights. The tenants repudiated their obligations to the friare as land-
lords and refused either to surrender | n of, or to pay rent for,
the lands they occupied. The American Government mow faced the
same serions and disturbing agrarian troubles which had caused the
Bpanish Government so much annoyance and disaster. That was the
mischief. The rem was io these lands away from the friars
and into an ownership which the tenants would respect. To apply
this remedy it became necessary for Congress to provide a way whereby
the Ph.'i.lql‘g[‘)ine Government could itself acguire the lands from the
friars. 5 was sccomqmbed by authortﬂn& that ‘Government to issue
its own bonds and apply the proceeds to the purchase of the lands.
It was also necessary to provide a method whereby the fPhlll;ane
Government could provide for the payment of the bonded obligations
thus incurred.

This Congress sought to accomplish by authorizing the sale of the
lands and requiring the proceeds to be put into a trust fund for the
payment of the principal and interest of the bonds. As a further and
very necessary means of securing permanent freedom from such troubles
as existed, Congress provided t the tenants should themselves have
the first right to purchase, and thus sequire ownership of the lands
upon which the‘ajv had lived. Should th%i not tgm-uhase ‘then the lands
Fﬁll.ini toi beI:Io! d;o other% g:nblic lan bsutfm ﬁ:ugnited %tatfs in “glg

ppine Islands were, by gress, Su open to home
entry, under rigid conditions prescribed in the eorganic act itself.
People who had occupled them for the time, specified in the act, were
to be giyen patents without compensation. The object of disposing of
these public lands was not so much to secure fonds as te induce the
Filipino .%ea le to occu‘r:g and cultivate them. They were, and are,
almost wholly uneccupied. With the friar , the case was
different. Most of them were already in

tion. The object of their sale was to a unds with which to
repay the money borrowed by the Ph‘rllgf‘lne or their
um%nse. This work would have been defeated jg appl to them
?he conditions of section 15 touching public lands of the

Sta
under which section the purchaser was not only limited to 16 hecta%

or which a |

ish-American TWar something over 400,000 acres |

| but was also

revented from selling, leasing, mortgaging, or otherwise
encumbering his land for five years after he had pal.tfl for and acquired
title, The fact that .early es of friar lands were contemplated by
the act is manifest from the fact that, while no limit of time was
glnced upon leases -of public }ands, friar lands could be leased only

temporarily for a period not exceedinf three years.” These leases
were made temporary, so that they might not ebstruct the sales, which
were clea.rl{ eontemplated ‘and from the funds of which ithe Philippine
Government was to reimburse itself. The practical effect of the con-
ditions dimposed by section 15 is well illustrated in the island of
Mindoro, where public lands have been offered subject to those condi-
tions at ﬁ? per acre, with not a single purchaser, while friar lands
immediately adjoining but without the same onerous conditions, have
been sold at more than $6 per acre.

Arising out of this friar-land transaction, the Philippine Government
has a bonded indebtedness of $7,000,000, with an annual interest charge
of §280,000 thereon. <Can it reasonably be assumed that Congress
intended that Government to bear this onerous burden itself and to
}.lll:}som wupon it the necessity of tnxlnti the Filipino people to meet these
wobligations, by depriving them of the opportunity to sell, at a fair
price and on terms as thefn might impose, the very lands for
which the indebtedness had been incurred? There were certainly hun-
dreds, hape thousands, of tenants of friar lands, each owning more
b g e LR TR TR e S

of | ec em from the excess, wo ave aggravate
the very difficulty whi

Congress sought to allay.

A careful studél of the orpanic act in all its 'ps.r{s, taking into account
the history of the times and the objects sought to be accomplished,
leads to | coneclusion that the homestead provisions of sec 8 12
to 17, rela: to public lands of the United Btates, do not and were
not intended to apply to friar lands acguired and sold under the pro-

visions of section 65, and that the act fixes no limit to the quanti
of friar lands which may be sold to purchasers other than co qratlontg.

It s, as alrea olnted out, within the gg;rer and authority of the
mlfm ure to limit the amount t may be sold to a single

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I do not believe anybody else
wishes to address the House, and therefore I move that the
House do now adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 19
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Thursday, May 2,
1912, at 12 o’clock moon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Becretary of
the Department of Commerce and Labor, giving department
views on H. R. 10545, a bill relating to the immigration act of
1907 (H. Doc. No. 725), was taken from the Speaker's table,

| referred to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization,
| and ordered to be printed.
rinciples of constructlon above set forth, we may well |

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Tnder clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sever-
ally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and re-
ferred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Ways and
Means, to which was referred the bill (H, R. 13302) to repeal
section 2648 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, 1878,
being an act entitfled “An act authorizing the surveyors of col-
lection districts to sell blank manifests and clearances, ete., in
the mnortheastern and northwestern frontiers, ete,” reported
the same wifhout amendment, accompanied by a report {(No.
630), which said bill and report were-referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. EVANS, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 23608) for the erection of a
mortuary and memorial chapel in Arlington Cemetery, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 634),
which sald bill and report were referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Coinage, Weights,
and Measures, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 23570) to
authorize the coinage of 3-cent pleces and one-half-cent pieces,
and for other purpeses, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 636), which said bill and report
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. Sy

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota, from the Committee on Indian
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (8.100) to authorize the
sale and disposition of the surplus and unallotted lands in the
Standing Rock Indian Reservation, in the States of South Da-
kota and North Dakota, and making appropriation and pro-
vision to ecarry the same into effect, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 637), which said bill

| and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House

on the state of the Union.
Mr. HUMPHREYS of Washington, from the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to which was referred the
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bill (H. R. 23470) to profect American trade and American ship-
ping from foreign monopolies, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 632), which said bill and
report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. GARRETT, from the Committee on Insular Affairs, to
which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 278) to
authorize the President of the United States to secure the neu-
tralization of the Philippine Islands and the recognition of their
independence by international agreement, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 633), which
said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, to which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
299) praposing an international maritime conference, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 638),
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. HAMILTON of West Virginia, from the Committee on
Invalid Pensions, to which was referred sundry bills, reported
in Jieu thereof the bill (H. R. 24016) granting pensions and in-
crease of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil
War and certain widows and dependent children of soldiers and
sallors of said war, accompanied by a report (No. 629), which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CLINE: A bill (H. R. 24017) to amend section 4488
of the Revised Statutes of the United States and define the
character of life-saving equipment to be carried; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. PARRAN: A bill (H. R. 24018) for the widening and
deepening of the Craighill Channel at Rock Point, near the
mouth of the Patapsco River, and the widening and deepening
of the channel and the removal of the White Rocks at the en-
trance of Rock Creek, in the Chesapeake Bay, in the State of
Maryland ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 24019) grant-
ing a pension to persons who are deaf or partially deaf from
causes arising while in the military service of the United
States; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FOSS: A bill (H. R. 24020) to amend section 38 of an
act entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and
encourage the industries of the United States, and for other
purposes,” approved August 5, 1909; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

Also, a bill (H. R. 24021) to amend section 38 of an act
entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and en-
courage the industries of the United States, and for other pur-
poses,” approved August 5, 1909; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 24022) providing for rates of
postage on fourth-class mail matter, for the appointment of the
parcel transportation commission, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 24023)
making appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judical
expenses of the Government for the fiseal year ending June 30,
19013, and for other purposes; to the Committee of the YWhole
House on the state of the Union. :

By Mr. HAYES: A bill (H. R. 24024) increasing the cost of
erecting a public building at Santa Barbara, Cal; to the
Cominittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. ;

By Mr. ALEXANDER: A bill (H. R. 24025) to amend sec-
tions 4400 and 4488 of the Revised Statutes of the United States
relating to the inspection of steam vessels, and section 1 of an
act approved June 24, 1910, requiring apparatus and operators
for radiocommunication on certain ocean-going steamers; to
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BRANTLEY : A bill (H, R. 24026) to incorporate the
Naval History Society; to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania : A bill (H. R. 24027) making
an appropriation to defray the expenses of delegates to the
Permanent International Commission of Road Congresses; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 24028) authorizing and per-
mifting the Tennessee Hydroelectric Co., its successors and

assigns, to build and maintain dams and water-power develop-
ment in and across Clinch. and Powell Rivers, in Anderson
County, State of Tennessee; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 24029) to
provide for emergency crops on overflowed lands in the south
Mississippi Valley; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 24030) mak-
ing appropriation for the further improvement of the Hudson
(North) River Channels of New York Harbor, N. X.; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. BURNETT : Resolution (H. Res. 518) setting date
for consideration and vote on House bill 22527; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. PUJO: Resolution (H. Res. 510) authorizing the pay-
ment of expenses incurred by the Committee on Banking and
Currency ; to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 312)
making appropriations for the relief of sufferers from floods in
the Mississippi and Ohio Valleys; to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

By Mr. CLAYTON : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 313) propos-
ing an amendment fo the Constitution of the United States; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Massachusetts, favoring the passage of
House bill 36, providing for protection of migratory game birds;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HAMILTON of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 24016)
granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain soldiers and
sailors of the Civil War and certain widows and dependent chil-
dren of soldiers and sailors of said war; to the Committee of
the Whole House.

By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 24031) granting an increase of
pension to Cyrus A. Moneysmith; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 24032) grant-
ing a pension to Lucie Bostian; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. ANTHONY : A bill (H. R. 24038) granting a pension
to Margaret A. Warren; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24034) granting an inerease of pension to
William T. Mahan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 24085) granting an in-
crease of pension to James W. Whyde; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 24038) granting an in-
crease of pension to Robert Barrett; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. BATHRICK: A bill (H. R. 24037) granting an in-
crease of pension to Charles Schlaburg; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CALDER: A bill (H. R. 24038) to amend the naval
record of Thomas Mooney; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. CATLIN: A bill (H. R. 24039) to correct the military
ﬁoyd of Horace McMellon; to the Committee on DMilitary

alrs. =

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 24040) granting a pen-
sion fto the children of Preston Decker, deceased: to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DAVENPORT: A bill (H. R. 24041) granting a pen-
sion to Willlam Warner, alias Samuel Mee; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DODDS : A bill (H. R. 24042) to reappropriate certain
money for the purpose of paying the claim of John E. Meyer;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 24043) for the relief of
Einar Barford; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FERGUSSON: A bill (H. R. 24044) for the relief
af the heirs of Francisco Gonzalez; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. FIELDS: A bill (H. R. 24045) granting an increase
of pension fo Francis Marion Sanders; to the Commitfee on
Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. FRENCH : A bill (H. R. 24046) granting a pension to
Frank Sanford Stirling; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GOEKE: A bill (H. R. 24047) granting a pension to
Mary F. Hess; to the Committee on Inpvalid Pensions.

By Mr. GOULD: A bill (H. RR. 24048) authorizing the Secre-
tary of War to place the name of George D. Arnold on the rolls
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of Company H, Fifteenth Regiment Maine Volunteers, and issue
him an honorable discharge; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. HAMLIN: A bill (H. R. 24049) granting an increase
of pension to W. R. Young; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. HAYES: A bill (H. R. 24050) for the correction of
the military record of David Walker; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. KORBLY : A bill (H. R. 24051) granting an increase
of pension to Andrew J. Grayson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LOBECK : A bill (H. R. 24052) granting an increase
of pension to William Coyle; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr., MARTIN of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 24053) granting
an increase of pension to Jacob Jones; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, MILLER: A bill (H. R. 24054) granting an increase
of pension to Myron E. Northway; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 24055) granting an
increase of pension to Alvira F. Mitchell; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions. ;

By Mr. NEELEY : A bill (H. R. 24056) granting a pension to
Homer C. Putman; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24057) granting a pension to James W.
Griflith ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24058) granting an increase of pension to
James Allensworth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24059) granting an increase of pension to
J. M. Burson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PARRAN: A bill (H. R. 24060) for the relief of the
((e}sitr};a of Kelita -Suit, deceased; to the Committee on War

aims.

By Mr. RANDELL of Texas: A bill (H. R. 24061) for the re- |

lief of the estate of James B. Ogleiree, deceased; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

By Mr. ROTHERMEL: A bill (H. R. 24062) granting an in-
crease of pension to Erastus W. 8. Kintzel ; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH : A bill (H. R. 24063) granting
- a pension to Walter Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of New York: A bill (H. R. 24064) granting a
pension to Mary Siegel; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R. 24065)
granting an increase of pension to John D. Abell; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Nebraska: A bill (H. IR, 21066) grant-
ing an inecrease of pension to Mary L. Parker; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota: Petition of A. T. Abra-
ham and 11 others, of Lake City, Minn., protesting against ex-
tension of the parcel-post system; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ANTHONY : Petition of Clarence Sharon and other
citizens of Tupelo, Kans., protesting against adoption of Taylor
system in Government shops; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of cashiers of chapters of the
American Insurance Union, State of Ohio, favoring passage of
Dodds amendment to the Post Office appropriation bill; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of James Welsh and 20 other citizens of Néw-
ark, Ohio, against passage of interstate-commerce liquor legis-
lation; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Porter & Bonham and 10 other merchants of
Shreve, Ohio, asking that Congress give the Interstate Com-
merce Commission further power to conirol express companies;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BARCHFELD : Papers to accompany bill for increase
of pension of Robert Barrett; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of Associated Fraternities of
America, Lincoln, Nebr, favering the passage of the Dodds
amendment to the House postal appropriation bill; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads,

By Mr. DANFORTH: Petition of Coopers’ International
Union, No. 24, of Rochester, N. Y., against the enactment of
House bill 17593 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Frank W. McHugh Co., of Rochester, N. Y.,
favoring the passage of House bill 22766, relative to coupons in
tobacco packages; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DAVENPORT : Papers to accompany bill for the re-
lief of William Warner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DYER: Petition of citizens of St. Louis, Mo., for pas-
sage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of the Geo. F, Dittmann Boot & Shoe Co., of
the Dry Goods Man & General Merchant, of the Roberts, John-

~son & Rand Shoe Co., of Reeves & Co., of the Multiplex Display

Fixture Co., of the Business Men's League, and of the Eddy &
Eddy Manufacturing Co., all of St. Louis, Mo., for appropria-
tions to raise the levees of the Mississippi River; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors,

Also, petition of the St. Louis Metal Trades Asscciation, of
St. Louis, Mo., against passage of the Bartlett bill; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, FITZGERALD : Papers to accompany bill for increase
of pension of Alexander W. Hicks (H. R. 23485) ; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FOSS: Petition of citizens of Chicago, Ill, relative
ﬁ operation of corporation tax; to the Committee on Ways and

eans,

Also, petition of citizens of State of Illinois, against passage
of SBenate bill 1 for establishment of an independent bureau of
health; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of Fremont Post, No. 20; of
Howard Post, No. 28; of U. 8. Grant Post, No. 32; and of G. A,
Hobart Post, No. 27, Grand Army of the Republie, of the State
of Idaho, favoring passage of House bill 14070 for the relief of
veterans whose hearing is defective; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, petitions of Posts Nos. 33, 5, and 9, Grand Army of the
Republie, for enactment of House bill 14070; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of National Association of Life
Insurance Policy Holders, of Chicago, Ill., favoring the passage
of the Foss bill, to amend the corporation-tax law, etc.; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of F. O. Van Galder, editor Modern Woodmen
of America, of Rock Island, Ill., favoring the passage of the
Dodds amendment to the Post Office appropriation bill relating
to publications issued by fraternal societies; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Dickerman & Co., of Sandwich, I1l., in oppo-
gition to the passage of House bills 23192 and 23193, to amend
patent laws, ete.; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. HANNA: Petition of citizens of Nameless, N. Dak.,
favoring passage of Postal Progress League parcel-post - bill
(H. R. 14) ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Sargent Sunday School Association, Forman,
N. Dak., favoring passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate
liguor bill (H. R. 16214), to withdraw from interstate-com-
merce protection liquors imported into “dry " territory for ille-
gal use; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of merchants and dealers of Edgeley, N. Dak.,
in opposition to any change that would prevent the manufac-
turer from fixing and enforcing retail prices on his patented
goods; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. HAYES; Petition of Fort Ramie Grange, No. 358,
Soledad, Cal., favoring passage of parcel-post system and oppos-
ing 1-cent letter rate; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, petition of Lindsay Center of California Civie League,
Lindsay, Cal.,, favoring ample appropriation for the enforce-
ment of the white-slave traffic act; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. .

Also, petitions of William R. Shannon and J. C. Hamilton, of
San Jose, Cal,, favoring the passage of House bill 20487, for the
Federal accident-compensation act to become a law; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of Gilroy, Cal,
favoring passage of Haugen bill (H. R. 21225) and defeat of the
Lever bill (H. R. 20281) ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Retail Druggists’ Association, San Francisco,
Cal., for the defeat of parcel post; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of the New York State Mayors' Conference,
for improved life-saving facilities on ocean vessels; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of the California Wholesale Grocers’ Associa-
tion, of the State of Californin, favoring the passage of the
Stevens bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce,
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Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of San Francisco,
Cal., favoring passage of House bill 17736, for reducing the rate
on letter postage to 1 cent per ounce; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads,

Also, petition of J. Kelleher, San Jose, Cal, favoring passage
of House bill 20487, for the Federal accident compensation act
to become a law; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of San Francisco,
Cal., for recognition of Chinese Republic; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of Palo Alto, Cal.,
favoring passage of Haugen bill (H. R. 21225) and defeat of
Lever bill (H. R. 20281) ; to the Committee on Agriculture,

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of Sacramento,
Cal.,, favoring passage of House bill 19476, for increasing the
gllé’gmla Redwood Park; to the Committee on the Public

n i .

By Mr. KEAHN: Petition of Retail Druggists’ Association of
San Francisco, Cal., against passage of a parcel-post system; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of San Francisco,
Cal., submitting amendments of Shipowners' Association of Pa-
cific Coast relative to House bill 11372; to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of the Labor Couneil of San Franeiseo, Cal.,
favoring passage of House bill 11372, known as the sea-
mﬂen's bill; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries,

Also, petition of Carpenters’ Union, Loecal No., 1082, San
Franeisco, Cal., favoring passage of House bill 22339, in oppo-
sition to the stop-watch system on Government employees; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LINDSAY : Petition of E. A. Schweiger, of Brooklyn,
N. Y., against changing laws bearing on manufactured articles
covered by patents; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Dr. Abram Posner, Brooklyn, N. Y., against
passage of House bills 11380 and 11381; to the Committee on
the Judiciary. b=

Also, petition of Simpson-Crawford Co. and the Fourteenth
Street Store, favoring passage of a parcel-post system; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of the Jewish community of New York City,
against the educational test for immigrants; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. PARRAN: Papers to accompany bill granting a pen-
gon to Edith Mason (H. R. 23228); to the Committee on Pen-

ons,

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado: Petition of Herman Jansson
and others of Denver, Colo., favoring passage of an old-age
pension law; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Resolution of the Sailors'
Union of the Pacific, urging passage of the seamen’s bill (H. R.
11;372); to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of the Surburg Co., of New York
City, against passage of the anticoupon bill; to the Committee
on Ways: and Means.

By Mr. TILSON: Petition of New Haven Caledonian Club, of
New Haven, Conn.. favoring legislation for better class of immi-
grants to the United States; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization,

Also, petition of the Billings & Spencer Co., of Hartford, and
the Edward P. Judd Co., of New Haven, Conn.; to the Com-
mittee on Patents.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of citizens of the
State of New York, relative to operation of the corporation-tax
law; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Jewish community of New York City,
against passage of educational test for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Medical Society of the State of New
York, favoring passage of bill for a national department of
health at Washington, D. C.; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the West End Citizens’ League, of Wood-
haven, N. Y., favoring passage of a parcel-post system; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of merchants of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring pas-
sage of Senate bill 6103 and House bill 22766, prohibiting use
of trading coupons; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Catholic Mutual Benefit Association, of
Thornell, N. Y., favoring passage of Dodds amendment to the
Post Office appropriation bill; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

SENATE.
Traurspay, May 2, 1912.

The Senate met at 12 o'clock m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

THANKS OF THE PEOPLE OF CHINA (8. DOC. NO. 641).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the Secretary of State, transmitting for the infor-
mation of the Senate a copy of a note from the Chinese min-
ister, expressing the thanks of the people of China for the
message of congratulation and confidence set forth in the con-
current resolution adopted by the Senate on April 17, 1912,
whieh, with the accompanying paper, was referred fo the
Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of the congre-
gation of the Seventh-day Adventist Church of Middletown,
N. Y., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the Con-
stitution to prohibit the manufacture, sale, and importation of
intoxicating liguors, which was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. BURTON presented memorials of sundry citizens of Put-
nam County, Ohio, remonstrating against any reduction of the
duty on sugar, which were referred to the Committee on
Finance.

Mr. CULLOM presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Alton, IlL, remonstrating against the establishment of a depart-
ment of public health, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of the Illinois Lumber and
Builders Supply Dealers’ Associafion, remonstrating against
the passage of the so-called anti-injunction bill, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of the Peoria Cooperative Cigar
Co., of Illinois, praying for the enactment of legislation to pro-
hibit the use of trading coupons, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of members of the St. Peter’'s
Men's Society of St. Peter’s Cathedral, of Belleville, IIl., pray-
ing for the appointment of a Federal commission on industrial
relations, which was referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

Mr. NELSON presented resolutions adopted by members of
the Civiec and Commerce Association of Minneapolis, Minn.,
favoring the adoption of certain amendments to the immigra-
tion law, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Nicollet,
Minn.,, remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to
limit the effect of the regulation of interstate commerce between
the States in goods, wares, and merchandise wholly or in part
manufactured by convict labor or in any prison or reformatory,
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. PERKINS presented a memorial of the Wholesalers'
Board of Trade, of San Diego, Cal, remonstrating against
the enactment of legislation to prohibit the towing of log rafts
through the open sea, which was referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

He also presented a petition of the Mare Island Branch,
United States Civil Service Retirement Association, of Cali-
fornia, praying for the passage of the so-called Cummins eivil
service retirement bill, which was referred to the Committee
on Civil Service and Retrenchment.

He also presented a telegram in the nature of a memorial
from J. F. O'Brien, secretary of the Railroad Brotherhood’'s
legislative board of California, of Bakersfield, Cal., remonstrat-
ing against the passage of the so-called employers’ liability
and workmen's compensation bill, which was ordered to lie
on the table. : -

He also presenfed resolutions adopted by members of the
Sailors’ Union of the Pacific, favoring the enactment of legis-
lation to safegunard life and property at sea, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Commeree.

Mr. McLEAN. I present resolutions adopted by members
of the Arkwright Club, remonstrating against the adoption of
the Covington amendment to the Panama Canal bill. I ask
that the resolutions be printed in the Recorp and referred to
the Committee on Interoceanic Canals.

There being no objection, the resolutions were referred to
the Committee on Interoceanic Canals and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

We, the undersigned members of the Arkwright Club, being actively
interested in the manufacture of cotton goods In New England, under-
stand that the Covington amendment, so ealled, to the bill now before
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